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ABSTRACT
gghooL Administration As Brinkmanship
Students, teachers, and principals sometimes test the 
boundaries set by the system in which they work, often with 
the goal of adapting to their circumstances while avoiding 
punishment. This type of behavior, called brinkmanship, was 
defined by Licata and Willower (1975) in terms of subordinate 
challenges to an educational organization’s authority system 
that avoid negative sanctions. Principal brinkmanship can also 
be defined in terms of discretionary decision making (Morris, 
et al. 1984) which is the implementation of policies and
programs at the school level in a way that fits the princi­
pal’s values, philosophy, and goals.
This research focused on school principals' use of 
brinkmanship behavior m  relationships with superiors in the 
central office, their professional beliefs about discretion, 
perceptions of role conflict, and their locus of control.
Three hypotheses were tested as follows:
HI: There is a positive relationship between princi­
pals' perceptions of role conflict and the frequen­
cy of principal brinkmanship.
H2: There is a positive relationship between princi­
pals' beliefs favoring professional discretion and 
the frequency of principal brinkmanship.
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H3: There is a positive relationship between princi­
pals' internal locus of control and the frequency 
of principal brinkmanship.
The research method was a case study. The sample was a 
purposefully selected single school district and included 50 
elementary school principals. The data were analyzed using 
regression analysis.
Five conclusions were drawn as follows:
1. There is no relationship between principal perceptions of 
role conflict and the frequency of brinkmanship.
2. Principals with professional beliefs favoring their own 
professional discretion over the discretionary power of 
others tend to exhibit similar brinkmanship frequency as 
those with less confidence in their professional discre­
tion.
3. There is no relationship between principals' internal 
locus of control and the frequency of principal brinkman­
ship.
4. There is a significant positive relationship between 
years of principal experience and the frequency of 
brinkmanship.
5. The best model for predicting the frequency of principal 
brinkmanship witn this data set includes total years of 
experience as a principal, the supervisor rating of 
instructional leadership, and principal beliefs about 
professionalism.
CHAPTER 1: THE PROBLEM
Introduction
One principal wanted to implement a math facts contest 
through a computer program designed for that purpose. He had 
purchased three computers for the school with Chapter 1 funds. 
A central office supervisor stated that the computers were for 
Chapter 1 use and they could not be taken out of the Chapter 
1 room. The principal moved the computers near the classroom 
doorway and trained Chapter 1 students to use the program. The 
Chapter 1 students helped the other students in using the 
computers as they came in during the lunch period to learn 
math facts. By keeping the computers in the room and using the 
Chapter 1 students as trainers, the principal was able to 
implement the program and avoid censure by the central office.
Another principal requested a solid core door for the 
assistant principal's office to prevent students waiting to 
see him from overhearing him. The maintenance supervisor for 
the school district minimized the problem and would not 
replace the door blaming it on lack of funds. The principal 
bought the door from school funds and had it propped up in the 
hall by the assistant principal's office. Some additional work 
had to be done to the door frame and hinges to make it fit. 
After a few weeks, word of the detached door got to the 
maintenance supervisor. To avoid public criticism, the
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supervisor immediately sent men over to finish the installa­
tion.
Since the school had only one phone, the principal 
requested additional phones. A central office supervisor told 
him that the school needed only one phone since the teachers 
should be teaching. Later an important businessman tried to 
phone the principal and could not get through. When the 
frustrated businessman finally got through to the principal, 
the principal apologized and explained that he might want to 
discuss the matter with the superintendent. The next day 
installation of the phones began. Since the principal had not 
violated any school district rule, the superintendent had 
little grounds for reprimanding the principal.
One principal deliberately scheduled meetings that she 
had already planned at her school to conflict with the central 
office meetings. She then reported to the central office 
supervisor that she could not attend because of a prior 
commitment at her school. She could miss some meetings without 
censure because of responsibilities at her own school.
The Chamber of Commerce sponsored a program to clean up 
the city for the Cleanest City competition. The superintendent 
of the school district sent his principals a memo requesting 
that each principal make efforts to clean up the school 
grounds and buildings. A number of principals responded by 
saying that they always kept their facilities clean and 
ignored the memo.
Students, teachers, and principals sometimes test the 
boundaries set by the system in which they work, often with 
the goal of adapting to their circumstances while avoiding 
punishment. This type of behavior, called brinkmanship, has 
been defined in terms of subordinate challenges to an educa­
tional organization's authority system that avoid negative 
sanctions (Licata & Willower, 1975; Licata, 1974). Prior 
research has studied brinkmanship relationships between 
students and teachers (Newman & Licata, 1986; Licata & 
Willower, 1975; Licata, 1974), teachers and administrators 
(Thompson, 1981; Frankiewicz & Thompson, 1979), and college 
students and residence hall assistants (Willett & Licata, 
1987). As indicated in the examples above, this study examines 
brinkmanship relations between school principals and their 
superiors in the school district central office.
Morris, Crowson, Porter-Gehrie and Hurwitz (1984, p. 69) 
have described behavior like principal brinkmanship as 
discretionary decision-making. They are referring to the 
implementation of central office decisions, policies and 
programs at the school level in a way that fits the princi­
pal's values, philosophy, goals, and situation (Morris, 
Crowson, Porter-Gehrie, and Hurwitz, 1984, p. 29). It is 
frequently important to adjust new school district policies or 
programs to fit other policies or programs in place at the 
school. Discretionary decision, making is not shirking respon­
sibility nor insubordination. It is a conscientious effort to
4ameliorate any negative consequences of a policy or program 
from a higher level and adapt it in the most constructive way 
to the school's environment.
Problem
Merton's (1968) paradigm of functional analysis is the 
theoretical basis for this study. This paradigm suggests that 
items for analysis must be the patterned and repetitive 
aspects of the formal or informal systems in an organization. 
Principal belief systems, roles, role conflict or principal 
brinkmanship are possible examples of items for analysis. 
According to Merton, functions are observed consequences which 
make for the adaption or adjustment of a system; dysfunctions 
are those observed consequences that lessen the adaption or 
adjustment of a system. Manifest functions are those intended 
and recognized by participants in a system; latent functions 
are those neither intended nor recognized by participants.
Both Stinchcombe (1968) and Homans (1964) critically 
evaluated Merton's conceptual framework and its limitations 
are well known in the literature. In spite of these limita­
tions, it is useful as an initial theoretical framework to 
guide the development of hypotheses aimed at the exploration 
of principal adaption to the authority system of school 
district organization.
Researchers have characterized school district organiza­
tions with terms such as structural looseness (Bidwell, 1965) 
or loose coupling (Weick, 1982) with regard to administrative 
subunits. For instance, all schools in a district are rarely 
located on one site. Instead, they are spread throughout the 
geographical boundaries of the district. School district 
superintendents or their central office staff cannot closely 
supervise the work of their school administrators on a regular 
basis nor can they know all of the situational details facing 
their principals at different schools.
School officials adapt to this situation by making 
policies and decisions aimed at providing a degree of order 
and continuity in the governance of the system. Such actions 
are intended to reduce the uncertainty of structural - loose­
ness. In this environment, principal brinkmanship may be 
viewed as a latent function of school district policy and 
decision making. Brinkmanship may help principals adapt to 
conflict occurring when school district policies do not make 
sense in situational realities.
The general problem that this study addresses is to 
determine possible structures associated with the role of 
principal that have merit as predictors of principal brinkman­
ship. Principals' beliefs favoring professional discretion, 
their perceptions of the degree of role conflict associated 
with central office directives and the relative legitimacy of
those directives in situational realities are viewed as 
possible predictors of principal brinkmanship.
Definitions
The following definitions provide clarity of meaning and 
uniformity of reference to important terms used in this study.
Role Conflict
Kast and Rosenzweig (1979, pp. 277-278) identify four 
types of role conflict. In this study, role conflict is any 
one of the four types identified below:
1. Person-role - where conflict occurs when the re­
quirements of the role violate the needs, values, 
or capacities of the focal person. Example: A
principal believes that corporal punishment is 
important as a method of discipline, but a school 
board policy prohibits it.
2. Interrole - where conflict occurs when an individu­
al has goals and responsibilities in several orga­
nizations simultaneously. Example: A principal may 
serve in all these positions at one time: a middle 
manager in the school district's administrative 
hierarchy, the instructional leader of the school, 
a member of the community, a church member, and a
parent. The public expects principals to be at 
school during the day, evenings or weekends when 
their spouse or children may press for their atten­
tion at home.
3. Intersender - where various members of a role set 
have different expectations for a particular role 
person. Example: The superintendent expects the 
principal to support the administrative hierarchy 
while the teachers expect him to support them as an 
instructional leader. These expectations are often 
in conflict.
4. Intrasender - where one sender transmits conflict­
ing instructions or expectations. Example: A super­
visor tells the principal that students at his 
school need to improve reading scores, but the 
supervisor denies the principal's requests for 
reading materials.
Principal Discretion
This research defines principal discretion as principals' 
beliefs about logic of confidence, status obeisance, and 
professional zone of acceptance.
Logic of Confidence
Meyer and Rowan (1978) originally defined logic of 
confidence as a belief by educators that what is actually 
happening in classrooms is consistent with the goals and rules 
of the school and the professionalism of the teacher. Because 
of this, close supervision of the teacher is not necessary. In 
this study, principal logic of confidence refers to the belief 
that principals are professionals, self-correcting in their 
behavior and require little supervision by their superiors in 
the central office.
Status Obeisance
Helsel (1971) defines status obeisance as "the value 
placed on authority for its own sake and the deference shown 
those positions higher than one's own." Goffman (1967b) uses 
the term deference to describe the same concept. He explains 
that an individual might give respect to a position without 
regard to the person who holds the position. In this study, 
status obeisance refers to the degree to which principals' 
believe that they should honor and yield to those of higher 
authority.
9Professional Zone of Acceptance
Simon (1976) defined professional zone of acceptance as 
the range of behavior where subordinates willingly accept 
decisions that are made by superiors. Hoy and Miskel (1982) 
point out that legitimate and effective administrative 
authority involves willing rather than forced compliance. A 
continuum between the extremes of an unacceptable request and 
a highly acceptable request indicate the range of a particular 
zone of acceptance.
Spheres of Control
Spheres of Control involve dividing one's world into 
three distinct areas (Paulhus & Christie, 1981). Figure 1 
presents them as three con­
centric spheres surrounding 
the individual. Within each 
of these spheres, there are 
many forces with which one 
must deal. The first sphere, 
personal achievement, invol­
ves actions like solving 
cross word puzzles, building 
bookcases, and climbing moun­
tains. The next sphere, in­
s«i
Figure 1: Spheres of Control
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terpersonal control, involves actions at meetings, developing 
sexual relations, and maintaining family relations. The third 
sphere, sociopolitical control, involves taking part in a 
demonstration, running for office or writing letters to a 
congressman.
As these three spheres operate in life, different 
expectancies of control develop in each of the spheres. 
Individuals who feel that they have personal control over each 
sphere through their own actions have an internal locus of 
control. On the other hand, individuals with the expectancy 
that forces outside of their control influence each sphere of 
their life exhibit an external locus of control. Spheres of 
control is the degree of internal or external expectancy 
exhibited by principals in dealing with these aspects of their 
lif e .
Hypotheses
When viewing the school as a complex social system, it is 
easy to see that principals are likely to experience multiple 
and sometimes conflicting role expectations from various 
participants in the system (Hoy & Miskel, 1982, pp. 68-71). 
When principals experience role conflict in policies, regula­
tions, and directives from the central office, they are likely 
to question the legitimacy of the directive and employ 
brinkmanship in resolving the conflict. Under such circuin-
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stances, the frequency of principal brinkmanship may be 
influenced by the principal's relative confidence in their own 
professional discretion and their beliefs about spheres of 
control. The following hypotheses reflect this line of reason­
ing and provide the central focus for this research project:
Hj: There is a positive relationship between principals'
perceptions of role conflict and the frequency of 
principal brinkmanship.
There is a positive relationship between principals' 
beliefs favoring professional discretion and the 
frequency of principal brinkmanship.
H-(: There is a positive relationship between principals’
internal locus of control and the frequency of 
principal brinkmanship.
Significance
This work addresses areas of inquiry not adequately 
developed with prior research. Qualitative inquiry on the 
principalship (Morris, Crowson, Porter-Gehrie and Hurwitz, 
1984; or Licata and Hack, 1980) provides some insights about 
the ways principals behave when central office directives do 
not fit situational realities. However, no research has 
attempted to apply a theoretical framework and test hypotheses 
as a means of predicting or explaining variation in principal 
brinkmanship. In this sense, this project extends previous
qualitative research findings to the development and testing 
of hypotheses. The central aim of this research is to augment 
the knowledge base on principal decision making. Indirectly, 
this study could also provide insights for those who practice 
school administration, insights that might be helpful in 
reflecting on the relationships that influence decision and 
policy making.
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Literature selected for review in this chapter is divided 
into three main areas.
The first section of the review will be of related to the 
attributes of schools and school districts as social systems 
and formal organizations. Specific areas of literature to be 
considered here are designated as follows: organizational
theory, structural coupling, logic of confidence, contingency 
theory and network theory.
The second section of the review will be related to 
certain personal attributes, views, attitudes, and beliefs of 
principals that might help to describe the nature of the 
relationship between the principal and the central office 
supervisors. Literature related to role conflict, logic of 
confidence, status obeisance, professional zone of acceptance, 
and spheres of control (or locus of control) will be reviewed 
in this section.
The third section of the review will be related to 
brinkmanship. There are similar notions in literature that use 
different terminology. This literature will be compared and 
contrasted with brinkmanship. Research related to brinkmanship 
began in the classroom environment, but this project will 
extend the research into the school's administrative arena.
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Organizational Attributes of Schools
Theory related to organizations has undergone a dramatic 
change during the course of this century. Three organizational 
models that have been formulated by researchers include (1) 
the classical hierarchial model, which emphasizes division of 
labor, hierarchy of leadership, extrinsic rewards, and formal 
rules; (2) the Social System theory, which emphasizes human 
relations, peer pressures, informal groups, intrinsic rewards, 
and psychological needs; and (3) the Open System model, which 
emphasi zes input-output, events cycles, environmental exchang­
es, and information theory (Hanson, 1979). In spite of a large 
body of research into the nature of school organizations, 
there is still considerable disagreement as to which model 
best describes schools as organizations.
Organizational Theory
Hall (1963) and Mackay (1964) isolated six dimensions of 
bureaucracy from the literature and used them as an empirical 
measure of the organization construct which they called School 
Organization Inventory (SOI). These included (1) a Hierarchy 
of Authority Scale, (2) a Division of Labor Scale, (3) a 
System of Rules Scale, (4) a System of Procedures Scale, (5) 
an Impersonality Scale, and (6) a Technical Competence Scale.
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He found that the six dimensions existed independently as 
continua rather than as dichotomies and that the magnitude of 
the scales varies independently according to the organization 
in meeting the differing needs of each. Punch (1969) evaluated 
the SOI and concluded that it was the most systematic attempt 
to measure bureaucratization. He also discovered reliability 
problems with two of the factors, specialization and technical 
competence.
In his research using the School Organization Inventory 
(SOI), Hoy (1972) posited that since four of the six dimen­
sions (1-4) always varied together and the other two (5-6) 
varied together, two distinct classes of variables were in 
action. Hoy designated the first four as bureaucratic and the 
last two as professional and explained that the two groups of 
dimensions could be put together into one model dichotomized 
into four quadrants to describe schools as either (1) Weber­
ian, (2) Authoritarian, (3) Professional, or (4) Chaotic. This 
line of research has charted a middle ground between Weber's 
Bureaucratic Model and the Open Systems Model. Clearly, there 
are many aspects of Weber's Model that can be identified in 
schools (hierarchy and rules) and just as clearly there are 
some things about schools that are not exactly like the 
Weberian Model (loose coupling). While others have sought a 
completely new model to explain the organization of schools, 
this line of research has sought to modify the existing theory 
to accommodate schools.
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Sousa and Hoy (1981) re-evaluate the School Organization­
al Inventory (SOI), which had originated with Hall, in light 
of additional research and correlated it to an instrument 
developed at the University of Aston in England. The SOI is a 
questionnaire that requires subordinates to make subjective 
judgments, while the Aston approach uses a structured inter­
view with superiors. These researchers saw merit in combining 
the two approaches and attempting to synthesize the results. 
The study used 55 New Jersey senior high schools with the 
school as the unit of analysis. A factor analysis extracted 
four dominant factors from the data:
1. Organizational Control - related to the locus of 
organizational control and included Hierarchy of 
Authority, Rules, Procedural Specifications, and 
Standardization.
2. Rational Specialization - related to the extent to 
which schools delegated tasks to individuals based 
on their ability to perform them and the degree 
that standards of performance were used as objec­
tive guidelines in the selection and promotion 
process.
3. System Centralization - related to the locus of 
decision making and consisted of Centralization and 
Autonomy.
4. Formalization of Routine - related to the extent to 
which routine tasks are performed by teachers and
17
includes the Formalization of Role Performance 
Scale.
Sousa and Hoy's (1981, p. 38) research "identifies two 
distinct loci of power, Organizational Control and System 
Centralization." They explain:
The distinction seems theoretically important. The 
locus of authority can be high within the school 
building or high within the education system or 
high or low in both. The four cases may have quite 
different effects upon individual behavior. For 
example, high organizational control within the 
school may produce a sense of powerlessness among 
teachers while high system centralization may not.
Structural Coupling Theory
Structural coupling, one of the most important strands of 
recent organizational research, is a concept used to designate 
the degree of control, linkage, or connectedness that exists 
within an organization. Parsons (1960) and Bidwell (1965) 
independently introduced the research in the 1960's and Karl 
Weick has been the leading spokesman since his first article 
on the subject in 1976 (Willower, 1982). The following 
statements from Weick help to clarify the concept:
Most organizational segments contain a mixture 
of tightness and looseness (1983, p. 28).
Actors in a loosely coupled system rely on 
trust and presumptions, persist, are often isolat­
ed, find social comparison difficult, have no one 
to borrow from, seldom imitate, suffer pluralistic 
ignorance, maintain discretion, improvise, and have 
less hubris because they know they cannot change 
the universe because it is not sufficiently con­
nected to make this possible (1983, p. 30).
A loosely coupled system is not a flawed 
system. It is a social and cognitive solution to 
constant environmental change, to the impossibility 
of knowing another mind, and to limited information 
processing capabilities (1983, p. 30).
Loose coupling is to social systems as com- 
partmentalization is to individuals, a means to 
achieve economy and a little peace (1983, p. 30).
Trappings of rationality such as strategic 
plans are important largely as binding mechanisms. 
They hold events together long enough and tight 
enough in people's heads so that they do something 
in the belief that their actions will be influen­
tial. The importance of presumptions, expectations, 
justifications, and commitments, is that they span 
the breaks in a loosely coupled system and encour­
age interactions that tighten settings. The condi­
tions of order and tightness in organizations exist
19
as much in the mind as they do in the field of 
action (1983, p. 39-40).
Bidwell (1965) identified four significant organizational 
attributes of school systems as organizations that have served 
as guideposts for further research:
1. The students enter the system involuntarily grouped 
in age-grade cohorts.
2. The staff members enter the system contractually as 
trained and licensed professionals.
3. The system has a distinctive combination of bureau­
cracy and structural looseness.
4. The school system government has a dual but over­
lapping responsibility of school officers to a 
clientele and to a public constituency.
Bidwell's observations capture the unique nature of 
schools, especially his third observation that refers to the 
school organization's "bureaucracy and structural looseness."
Weick (1982) explains this unique nature of the school 
organization as follows:
Administrators in education often act as if the 
schools they manage are like most other organiza­
tions they encounter. They do what most managers 
do: namely, try to monitor performance closely,
correct deviations from standards, specify job 
descriptions, design routines to deal with prob­
lems, give orders, make plans, consult, allocate
resources, and send policy memos. These managerial 
activities, taught in most programs of educational 
administration, presume at least four properties 
for the organization being managed: the existence 
of a self-correcting rational system among highly 
interdependent people, consensus on goals and the 
means to attain those goals, coordination by the 
dissemination of information, and predictability of 
problems and of responses to those problems. When 
conventional management theory is applied to orga­
nizations that do not have these four properties, 
effectiveness declines, people become confused, and 
work doesn't get done. That seems to be one thing 
that is wrong with many schools. They are managed 
with the wrong model in mind.
Weick affirmed Bidwell's observation about the loosely 
coupled nature of the school organization and further ex­
plained that schools have a limited amount of inspection and 
evaluation, indeterminate goals, and large spans of control 
that make traditional management unworkable. In some areas 
such as scheduling and community relations schools are more 
tightly coupled. Common to these more tightly coupled areas 
are (1) rules, (2) agreement on the rules, (3) a system of 
inspection, and (4) feedback to improve compliance. In 
organizations that are loosely coupled, at least one of these
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characteristics is usually missing, such as agreement on rules 
or a system of inspection that is meaningful.
Glasser's (1990) observations agree with Weick's (1982) 
in that when the rational bureaucratic model (or boss manage­
ment according to Glasser) is applied and it does not produce 
the results that the school board members from business and 
industry expect, they often look for someone to blame or fire. 
School board policy makers often see loose coupling as a flaw 
that needs correcting, especially by people accustomed to the 
tighter coupling of business and industry.
Strangely, Glasser (1990) takes his model for quality 
education from industry, not the traditional bureaucratic 
model, but rather the model posited by Dr. Edwards Deming that 
the Japanese used to transform their entire economy. Glasser 
explains that teachers are "increasingly being asked to 
objectify and standardize their teaching." In Weick's terms, 
this is tightening the coupling. Glasser continues as follows: 
Because this low-quality, standardized, fragmented 
approach is so unsatisfying to students (and to 
teachers), more and more students are actively 
resisting. Their resistance is seen as a discipline 
problem, and school administrators fall into the 
trap of thinking that discipline problems - not 
unsatisfying educational experiences - are the 
cause of low levels of achievement. This explains 
the increased emphasis on strict rules of deport-
ment (more coercion) that further define good 
students as passive things rather than as involved, 
questioning, at times dissenting, active learners. 
Conley and Bacharach (1990) make a case for "collegial 
and collective management" of schools based on professional­
ism. Their arguments favoring a participatory managerial 
philosophy is based on three beliefs about teachers:
1. The primary control of pedagogical knowledge should 
be left to teachers.
2. Teaching activities are not routine.
3. The teacher's primary work activity is making 
decisions.
They make a distinction between what they call organic or 
participatory and mechanistic or bureaucratic management 
philosophy. They explain (Conley and Bacharach, 1990):
In organizations that employ professionals there is 
an inherent tension between a professional ethos 
(which maintains that the management of uncertainty 
should be left to the autonomous discretion of 
professionals) and bureaucratic values (which 
maintains that administrators should control uncer­
tainty through the specification of rules and the 
use of clear lines of authority). The tension 
between these two models is constantly being nego­
tiated between teachers and administrators. Some­
times it is resolved in favor of professionals and
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sometimes it is resolved in favor of administra­
tors .
Implementing an organic management philosophy would tend to 
loosen the coupling in school organization while implementing 
a bureaucratic management philosophy would tend to tighten the 
coupling.
Weick (1982) counters the prevailing bureaucratic notions 
about schools by explaining that "loosely coupled structures 
found in schools are finely tuned to solve many of the 
problems that schools face." Schools are able to adapt to 
changes in one area with no disturbance to other parts of the 
system. This means that problems can be handled quickly where 
they occur before they become big problems that are unmanage­
able. When a loosely coupled system constantly updates, there 
is little need for large scale change. Change is constantly 
going on at the grass roots level. However, should there be a 
need for large scale change, it is more difficult in loosely 
coupled systems than tightly coupled systems. Weick summarizes 
as follows:
Thus, if local changes in the environment are 
continuous rather than discontinuous, transient 
rather than permanent, inconsequential rather than 
consequential, and if there are sufficient resourc­
es to permit local self-contained adaptations, then 
loosely coupled systems will be appropriate organi­
zational forms and tightly coupled systems will
make things worse. Tightly coupled systems apply 
blunt standardized responses across too much of the 
system, which can set in motion a series of re­
sponses that enlarge the problem and produce en­
trenched positions.
Logic of Confidence Theory
Meyer and Rowan (1978) affirm Weick's view of the loosely 
coupled educational organization. They explain that education­
al bureaucracies are very tightly organized at the point of 
personnel certifying. They exercise control over the ritual 
classifications of the curriculum, students, and teachers; but 
less often control instructional activities. In detailing 
exactly how this loose coupling operates, Meyer and Rowan 
write:
Educators (and their social organizations) there­
fore decouple their ritual structure from instruc­
tional activities and outcomes and resort to a 
logic of confidence: Higher levels of the system
organize on the assumption that what is going on at 
lower levels makes sense and conforms to rules, but 
they avoid inspecting it to discover or assume 
responsibility for inconsistencies and ineffective­
ness. In this fashion, educational organizations 
work more smoothly than is commonly supposed,
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obtain high levels of external support from diver­
gent community and state sources, and maximize the 
meaning and prestige of the ritual categories of 
people they employ and produce.
Logic of confidence is a concept which describes the 
methods of supervision and evaluation used by many school 
administrators and is based on the assumption that what is 
actually happening in classrooms is commensurate with the 
goals and rules of the school and that this is dictated by the 
professionalism of the teacher, therefore close supervision of 
the teacher is not necessary. In fact, in order to give the 
school the outward appearance of order and effectiveness, the 
administration may develop various face-affirming, face-sav­
ing, and face-giving mechanisms (Corwin, 1971; Goffman, 1967a; 
Goffman, 1967b; Lortie, 1969) that, according to Meyer and 
Rowan (1978), may contribute to a myth of professionalism 
which is contrary to fact. Lortie (1975) stated that peer 
exchanges are more important in providing assistance to 
teachers than official supervisory systems.
Meyer and Rowan begin their argument by asserting that 
the educational bureaucracy in America has not been set up to 
coordinate and standardize education. They also point out that 
the education system is not for the family or individual, but 
for society. They claim that the basic function of education 
is as follows:
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But, as educational organizations emerge as the 
credentialing agency of modern society and as 
modern citizens see their educational and corporate 
identities linked - that is, as education becomes 
the theory of personnel in modern society - it is 
consequently standardized and controlled. Society 
thus becomes schooled. Education comes to be 
understood by corporate actors according to the 
schooling rule: Education is a certified teacher
teaching a standardized curriculum topic to a 
registered student in an accredited school. The 
nature of schooling is thus socially defined by 
references to a set of standardized categories the 
legitimacy of which is publicly shared.
This role allows the educational establishment to define 
certification for teachers and graduates, as well as, define 
schools by accreditation and specific curriculum. By creating 
institutionalized rules to define and standardize education, 
a system is established in which the schools are largely at 
the mercy of these ritual classifications. Under these 
circumstances, the purpose of the school becomes to graduate 
students who have taken a certain set of courses that were 
taught by certified teachers in an accredited school. As a 
student progresses each step up the educational ladder, he is 
given a ceremonial certificate to confirm his obtaining a 
ritual classification. Society supports the entire system by
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using these ritual classifications to control entrance into 
further education and the job market. These classifications 
also relate to acceptance and personal prestige. This entire 
process of classification is carefully monitored and con­
trolled by administrative officials under the authority of the 
state government. In other words, it is very tightly coupled.
Great care is taken to establish and maintain tight 
control over the formal rituals of schools. All levels of 
government, the community, teachers, and pupils work to 
maintain the legitimacy of the school in society. Should 
questions be raised concerning the school's right or ability 
to bestow its ritual classifications, then the system begins 
to suffer from legitimacy concerns. Students begin to doubt 
the value of graduation to their future success and they drop 
out. Parents may challenge the right of the school to disci­
pline or assign homework. Communities may fail to support tax 
proposals. State legislatures may fail to support taxes for 
pay raises and other school purposes.
Meyer and Rowan explain that it is reasonably easy to 
establish standards for such thing as teacher certification, 
school accreditation, and curriculum. Consequently, the 
educational policy makers have willingly made decisions in 
these areas. They have not been as eager to venture into the 
far more complex arena of the classroom. It is not easy to 
determine what is good teaching and to measure the amount of 
learning that is taking place. These areas of the school
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remain loosely coupled probably because those administrative 
forces that might control them cannot readily determine how to 
do it. As a result, the most critical and important aspect of 
education, the learning process, is left to the discretion of 
the individual teacher in the classroom; is separated or 
decoupled from the other areas of school administration that 
relate to the ritual classification or to the routine opera­
tion of the school; and is not closely inspected. Meyer and 
Rowan (1978) identify four reasons that schools generally try 
to avoid close inspection of the teaching process as follows:
1. Avoidance of close inspection can increase the 
commitments of teachers in support of the ritual 
classifications.
2. Much of the value of education lies not in learn­
ing, but in the benefits obtained from the school's 
ceremonial activities which can be better described 
in terms of the costs for buildings and programs.
3. Decoupling protects the ritual classification 
scheme from programs whose implementation and 
results are uncertain and maintains confidence in 
the system.
4. Decoupling allows schools to adapt to rules and 
programs that appear to be inconsistent or in
conflict.
In summary, Meyer and Rowan (1978) explain the basis for 
the logic of confidence construct as follows:
The classifications of education, however, are 
not rules to be cynically manipulated. They are the 
sacred rituals that give meaning to the whole 
enterprise, both internally and externally. These 
categories are understood everywhere to index 
education. They are not understood to be education, 
but they are also not understood simply to be 
alienating bureaucratic constraints..So the decoup­
ling that is characteristic of school systems must 
be carried out by all participants in the utmost of 
good faith.
Interaction in school systems, therefore, is 
characterized both by the assumption of good faith 
and the actualities of decoupling. This is the 
logic of confidence: Parties bring to each other
the taken-for-granted, good-faith assumption that 
the other is, in fact, carrying out his or her 
defined activity. The community and the board have 
confidence in the superintendent, who has confi­
dence in the principal, who has confidence in the 
teachers. None of these people can say what the 
other does or produces, but the plausibility of 
their activities requires that they have confidence 
in each other.
Meyer and Rowan's view that educators decouple the 
organization and resort to a logic of confidence implies
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adaptation related to the nature of the loosely coupled 
organization. Many researchers have alluded to some aspects 
of the loose coupling/logic of confidence construct without 
actually naming and delineating it. Willower (1971) explains 
that PTA organizations are used to "present a school in its 
best light" a face-giving activity. Lortie suggests a variable 
zoning between administrators and teachers. The administrator 
makes hard rules with respect to buildings, schedules, funds, 
and records, but has soft rules, frequently in the form of 
suggestions for classroom activities. He also points out that 
studies of supervision patterns reveal that administrators 
concentrate their efforts on new teachers rather than the 
experienced teachers (Willower, 1971). Goodlad (1983) writes, 
"Teacher's pedagogical habits are extraordinarily resistant to 
change, protected as they are by the mystique of professional­
ism and academic freedom and hidden behind classroom doors."
Contingency Theory
The contingency theory offers a useful framework for 
understanding the dynamic nature of the school environment. 
According to Hanson (1978), "contingency theory concentrates 
its analytical focus on the adjustments internal to the 
organization (e.g., differentiation and integration) as it 
seeks to modify procedures to meet the changing demands of the 
environment of the open system. Thus, the contingency perspec­
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tive stresses that the school requires variability in organi­
zational response capabilities to cope with changing environ­
mental needs and demands." Hanson posits an Interacting 
Spheres Model (ISM) to explain the simultaneous operation of 
an Administrator's Zone, characterized by a quasi-rational 
environment, school-wide decisions, relative autonomy, 
authority, and various sub-coalitions; a Teacher's Zone, 
characterized by a flexible environment, classroom decisions, 
pockets of autonomy, power, and various sub-coalitions; and 
a Contested Zone, characterized by a negotiated order, 
conflict reduction, and various sub-coalitions. This model 
accounts for both the bureaucratic and the professional 
aspects of school administration, the interaction between 
them, and how they defend themselves from each other. Accord­
ing to Hanson, the two 
spheres are frequently 
loosely coupled and when 
the coupling is tightened 
it is usually in the Con­
tested Zone with reference 
to (1) responding to a 
legal decision, (2) condi­
tions of crisis, (3) emi­
nent outside evaluation,








Figure 2: Interacting Spheres
(5) a limited time to complete a task (Hanson, 1978). Since 
there is no formal command structure that spans between the 
Administrator's Zone and the Teacher's Zone, then the loose 
coupling/logic of confidence construct operates in the vacuum 
to accommodate both zones. Administrators and teachers use 
various negotiated techniques to manage each other and defend 
against each other in this Contested Zone. For example, to 
resist the administrator, the teacher might use inaction (poc­
ket veto) or argue according to one of these patterns: (1)
professionalism, (2) past success, (3) predicted failure, (4) 
planning time, or (5) added cost. To resist a proposal from a 
teacher, the administrator could say no directly or use one of 
the following tactics: (1) ignore it, (2) delay it, (3) study
it, (4) buck it, or (5) publicly support it then pocket veto 
it (Hanson, 1978). This model describes well the dynamic 
relationships that exist in the school organization and how 
they interact with each other. It also predicts that loose 
coupling and a logic of confidence will occur by the very 
existence of the two zones with the overlapping Contested Zone 
since both teachers and administrators have limited power in 
the opposing zone. The mixture of structured and unstructured 
activities, formal and informal procedures, and controlled and 
autonomous behavior that can be observed in any school is 
captured in the two spheres of this model. Principals dealing 
with bus, cafeteria, maintenance, discipline and many other 
such problems operating in the Administrative Zone are in many
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ways operating in the bureaucratic model described by Weber. 
There is division of labor, an impersonal orientation, a 
hierarchy of authority, rules and regulations, and procedures. 
Some aspects of the bureaucratic model are used in certain 
classroom operations, such as student discipline, but the line 
is drawn at the instructional activities and the bureaucratic 
model is applied very infrequently for only a few reasons. The 
decisions made in the Administrator's Zone are those that 
affect the entire school and teachers generally do not doubt 
the principal's legitimate authority to operate in this realm. 
As the school's administrator, he is part of the hierarchy 
charged with the responsibility of the school.
The Teacher's Zone has few of the trappings of Weberian 
Bureaucracy. Rather than a predictable, rational environment, 
there is a flexible environment in which rigid plans and 
procedures do not work well. This environment changes fre­
quently during the day and from day to day. Decisions made in 
the classroom are under the authority and at the discretion of 
the teacher. Each teacher exercises this autonomy within his 
own classroom and accrues power based on his ability to 
perform as a professional and to defend his zone. There is 
little evidence of a hierarchy of authority in this zone. 
Although, the state legislature, the state department, and the 
school board might issue prescriptions as to what the teacher 
should do in terms of the course to be taught and the proce­
dures to follow, there is little that they can do to enforce
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these prescriptions when the door to the classroom is closed. 
Recent moves toward accountability and competency testing is 
actually an effort to evaluate what happens behind the 
classroom door, but since this measures only minimum stan­
dards, it does not completely open the classroom door to 
bureaucratic control.
The Contested Zone is the area where the uncertainty of 
loose coupling is in operation and decisions are made through 
negotiations and compromise. A significant part of the time 
and effort spent in this zone is spent in conflict resolution. 
These concepts closely parallel similar concepts in hospital 
literature which also has a contested zone in which the 
doctors and hospital staff have a negotiated order. In 
schools, these negotiations are almost universally done 
informally and all interested parties participate including 
administrators, teachers, students, parents and the community- 
at-large. The agreements made in this zone are usually 
temporary and easily broken. A completed negotiation tends to 
bring stability and order to the world in which educators 
work. It tends to tighten the couplings by temporarily giving 
the participants a sense of unity and direction.
Network Theory
Network theory posits that "social structure can be 
represented in terms of relationships (ties) between social
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objects (e.g., groups and people). Network analysis deals with 
the types and patterns of relationships and the causes and 
consequences of these patterns" (Tichy and Fombrun, 1979; 
Pfeffer, 1982). Tichy, Tushman, and Fombrun have identified 
several dimensions to networks including: (1) the transaction­
al context of the network, (2) the nature of the links 
(intensity, reciprocity, multiplexity, and clarity of expecta­
tions) , and (3) various structural measures and characteris­
tics (size of the network, centrality of the network, the 
density or connectedness of the structure, the degree of 
clustering, the degree of network stability over time, reach­
ability or the average number of links between any two 
individuals in the network, openness of the network, and 
characteristics of the individual actors in the structure 
including stars, liaisons, bridges, gatekeepers, and isolates) 
(Tichy and Fombrun, 1979; Tushman, 1978). Pettigrew (1972, 
1973) concluded in his research that persons who held gate- 
keeping or bridging roles accrued power because information 
went back and forth through them. Tushman (1978) found that 
there was a relationship between the effectiveness of the 
group and the effectiveness of the communication with gate­
keepers .
In schools, teachers are gatekeepers in the classroom. 
They develop power as information is passed from the principal 
to them and then to the students. They also develop power as 
they control the flow of information from the classroom to the
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principal and parents in the form of grades. The teacher is 
also a gatekeeper in that he controls the movement and conduct 
of students within the classroom. The principal is the 
gatekeeper of the school and he develops power by controlling 
the flow of information and resources through that position. 
The principal can develop power in a loosely coupled organiza­
tion by exchanging such things as classroom support (power) 
and instructional support for compliance and support for the 
principals initiatives.
French and Raven (1959) identified five sources of power 
including (1) legitimate power, derived from the organiza­
tional hierarchy and used primarily toward the students; (2) 
coercive power, a threat to act against someone; (3) expert 
power, based on specialized academic knowledge; (4) reward 
power, positive expressions of praise or appreciation; and (5) 
referent power, based on charisma or friendship. Using French 
and Raven's list of power sources, the use of legitimate, 
reward, and referent power seem to be the most readily 
available sources of power for the principal with respect to 
the teacher.
A principal-teacher power exchange depends on the 
principal having areas in which he can demonstrate support for 
the teacher. Hanson (1978) has identified five areas in which 
decisions are made in schools and support for the teacher 
could be demonstrated in any one of these areas:
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1. Allocation Decisions: the distribution of human and 
material resources in the school.
2. Security Decisions: the preservation of physical 
and psychological safety of faculty and students.
3. Boundary Decisions: the determination of who con­
trols the passage of materials, information, and 
people from one domain to another within the school 
or between the school and the community.
4. Evaluation Decisions: the passing of judgment on
the quality of performance (teacher and student).
5. Instructional Decisions: the determination of 
classroom teaching learning processes and content.
The fact that both the teacher and the principal are 
gatekeepers sets up a situation in which loose coupling and a 
logic of confidence are almost certain to exist and if there 
is an exchange of support between the principal and teacher, 
then certainly the logic of confidence relationship would 
exist. Hanson (1978) points out, "Because a specific group has 
autonomy over a specific set of decisions does not necessarily 
mean that the source of that autonomy is some sort of power. 
The autonomy can be rooted in, for example, the isolation of 
the classroom or delegation from the principal." It seems 
abundantly clear that power may come from many sources and for 
many different reasons to the teacher as well as the princi­
pal, but it is held by both the principal and teachers because 
of their role as a gatekeeper is a network. There are indica­
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tions that the more the teacher's role as a gatekeeper of the 
classroom is supported by the principal the more the teacher 
will support the principal's role as gatekeeper of the school.
Licata and Hack (1980) , in their study of grapevine 
structure in a school district, described two types of 
relationships that existed among 28 school principals called 
guildlike and clanlike. The guildlike relationships were those 
"who shared common professional, relationships and the need for 
mutual aid and protection." The clanlike relationships were 
based on "close social and work relationships... sometimes 
produc(ing) traceable lineages and distinct familial or 
clan-like groupings." Their sociometric techniques clearly and 
graphically demonstrate the variable links that existed within 
one school district. Some principals had frequent and recipro­
cal interactions while others had a few one-way interactions. 
Most of the principals had some combination in between the two 
extremes. Evidence points to the commonality of this type of 
informal network within schools and school districts.
Another dimension of the network theory is the nature of 
the links. This relates to the (1) intensity or strength of 
the relationship, (2) the reciprocity or degree to which the 
relationship is held in common, (3) the clarity of expecta­
tions or the degree to which they are clearly defined, and (4) 
the multiplexity or the frequency of multi-relation connec­
tions (Tichy and Fombrun, 1979). Each of these factors could 
be considered as being on a continuum and interacting in
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different amounts and different ways in each given situation. 
While it is clear that these links govern the interactions in 
a network, there is no theoretical basis for predicting 
exactly how they will react.
Personal Attributes of Principals
It is obvious that many personal attributes affect our 
relationships with others. Literature selected to review here 
is based on the hypotheses stated for this research. It is 
posited that these personal attributes may offer an explana­
tion for the brinking behavior of principals. Since the 
brinking behavior involves the relationship between a supervi­
sor and a middle manager, the attributes presented in the 
hypotheses, as well as here, generally relate to the way the 
principal deals with supervisors. Literature related to role 
conflict, logic of confidence, status obeisance, professional 
zone of acceptance, and spheres of control (or locus of 
control) will be reviewed in this section.
Role Conflict
Based on the social systems model, roles (1) represent 
positions and statuses within the institution, (2) are defined 
in terms of expectations, (3) are variable, and (4) derive
40
their meaning from other roles in the system (Hoy & Miskel, 
1982).
Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) explain that, according 
to role theory, when behaviors expected of an individual are 
inconsistent, that person "will experience stress, become 
dissatisfied, and perform less effectively than if the 
expectations imposed on him did not conflict." This situation 
is referred to as role conflict. Role ambiguity is described 
as a lack of necessary information available to a given 
organizational position which can lead to a coping behavior 
and the use of defensive mechanism. Ambiguity can lead to 
anxiety, distortion of reality, and less effective perfor­
mance .
Since professional organizations are not based on the 
normal bureaucratic chain-of-command, members may especially 
be subject to role conflict and ambiguity. After reviewing 
several studies, Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) concluded:
1. Multiple authority disrupts the individual's 
orientation to his organization or to his 
profession by requiring him to choose between 
the two.
2. Individuals oriented primarily toward their 
professional norms are more critical to the 
organization and more likely to ignore admin­
istrative details.
3. Professionals in such organizations frequently 
experience stress as a result of being caught 
in the middle.
To operationalize the role conflict notion, Rizzo, House, 
and Lirtzman (1970) developed the Role Conflict and Ambiguity 
(RCA) Scale. This instrument was used by Eisenhauer, Willower, 
and Licata (1984) as a measure of role conflict and ambiguity 
to determine its relation to principals' job robustness. A 
robust job was described as "challenging, meaningful, impor­
tant, and action packed." Analysis of the results of this 
study indicates that the sample principals perceived moderate 
amounts of both role conflict and role ambiguity (slightly 
more conflict). The researchers conclude:
The findings clearly support the proposition that 
job robustness for school principals is associated 
with low role ambiguity and low role conflict and 
with high support from those with whom the princi­
pals work - the staff, administrator colleagues, 
the superintendent, and the community... Apparent­
ly, for most school principals, conflict and ambi­
guity are troublesome rather than challenging. The 
challenge and excitement in their jobs stems from 
clarity of purpose and from small, every day accom­
plishments working with staff, students, and commu­
nity members, and gaining the support of these
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groups and the superintendent, not from interper­
sonal struggles and organizational battles.
Role ambiguity and conflict explained about 11% of the 
variability in the robust variable with ambiguity explaining 
10% of that. One of the most important conclusions from the 
study is that "perceived support from the superintendent 
appeared to play a key part in reducing ambiguity and control­
ling conflict."
In her doctoral dissertation, Hickman (1986) studied 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation among principals. One 
of the variables was role clarity. The Machiavellian variable 
is a measure of whether or not the principal had a cynical 
view of human nature and had internalized manipulative 
personality traits. A principal possessing this trait "regards 
and manipulates others for his own purposes." Role clarity is 
a combination of the role ambiguity and role conflict vari­
ables into a single measure. Hickman concluded that "princi­
pals with a high Machiavellian interpersonality orientation 
tend to view a lack of clarity in their role expectations." 
However, in the sample studied the principals had a relatively 
high clarity of their roles.
Logic of Confidence
While logic of confidence can be understood as a condi­
tion of the school environment (as previously discussed), it
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can also be understood as a belief system of members of the 
school environment ranging from the school superintendent to 
the teachers. Logic of confidence is an individual belief 
about relationships within an organization. When many of the 
members of a school environment share this belief, then it 
becomes a significant factor in the total school environment. 
On a personal basis, logic of confidence is a notion about 
professionalism, overlooking certain behaviors, and helping 
organizational members avoid sanction and save face when 
things seem to be less than perfect.
Meyer and Rowan (1978) first suggested the notion of 
logic of confidence and made an extensive philosophical 
discussion about it, but without developing any operational 
definitions or measures. Their conclusions were based on their 
understanding of the way loosely coupled organizations 
operate.
In her doctoral research, Okeafor (1983) operationally 
defined and developed a measure of logic of confidence. She 
identified three subscales including professionalism, avoid­
ance and overlooking. Professionalism is a "belief that 
teachers' professionalism is a credible basis on which to 
assume that teachers' work will be performed competently." She 
goes on to point out: "It justifies teacher autonomy and
discretionary power." Avoidance means that "administrators 
keep away from situations in which they might observe inappro­
priate or unexpected behavior." Overlooking "suggests that a
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deviation in expected behavior has been observed, but that it 
will be ignored in order to preserve the individuals face and 
the institution's image."
Okeafor concluded that educator do have a logic of confi­
dence up to a point. While there is wide agreement with 
beliefs about professionalism, there is somewhat less about 
avoidance behavior, and even less about overlooking behavior.
Status Obeisance
The Status Obeisance Scale (SO) was designed to measure 
the attitude of an individual toward receptivity of supervi­
sion (Helsel, 1971). Helsel cited evidence that one's recep­
tivity of supervision from a superior affects one's entire 
view of personnel relations including relations with subordi­
nates. Another variable in the Helsel study was Pupil Control 
Ideology. He pointed out that the issue of control is very 
important in many institutions such as prisons and hospitals 
where the clients are custodial. While educational institu­
tions lack some of these custodial features, the issue of 
control is much a part of the behavioral norms. Helsel found 
a strong positive relationship between the status obeisance 
variable and a custodial pupil control ideology. He concluded 
that some teachers have a disposition toward following the 
instructions of their superiors and they expect this same 
behavior in those responsible to them.
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Professional Zone of Acceptance
Simon (1976) cited a study that focused on the zone of 
acceptance of teachers and described it as the range of 
behavior where subordinates are willing to accept decisions 
that are made by superiors. Hoy and Miskel (1982) point out 
that effective administrative authority involves willing 
rather than forced compliance. A continuum between the 
extremes of an unacceptable request and a highly acceptable 
request indicate the range of possibility. Different relation­
ships and changing circumstances may cause this zone of 
acceptance to be different from person to person and time to 
time. The authors cite a study by Kunz and Hoy that demon­
strated a significant correlation between the leader behavior 
known as initiating structure and the zone of acceptance.
Bridges (1967) in a study of areas in which teachers 
should be involved in the decision-making process, postulated 
that:
1. Participation was less effective when the decision­
making was within the teacher's zone of acceptance;
2. Participation was more effective when the decision­
making was outside of the teacher's zone of accep­
tance .
Bridges used two tests, the test of relevance and the 
test of expertise, to determine if an issue fell within a
teacher's zone of acceptance. The test of relevance is 
determined by the amount of personal stake the teacher has in 
the issue. If there is a large personal stake, the desire to 
participate will be high; if not, the teacher will accept the 
judgment of the superior. The test of expertise relates to the 
teacher's ability to make a worthwhile contribution. If the 
teacher has a personal stake (high relevance) and the knowl­
edge to make a contribution (high expertise), they should be 
included in the decision-making because the decision lies 
outside their zone of acceptance, that is, they are not 
willing for someone else to make the decision for them. Clear 
and Seager (1971) compared the perceptions of principals and 
teachers perceptions concerning the legitimacy of administra­
tive influence. They conclude:
The administrator's zones of desired influence are 
consistently greater than the teacher's zone of 
acceptance. Administrators, who must promote orga­
nizational maintenance and goal attainment should 
not be over-confident when teachers readily accept 
some amount of influence. While these initial 
attempts may fall within the teachers' zones of 
acceptance, subsequent, more intense, efforts from 
administrators whose feelings are consistently 
greater than the teachers', may fall outside the 
teachers' zones and have the unanticipated conse­
quence of precipitating resistance or hostility.
Spheres of Control
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Rotter (1982) explains that reinforcement (receipt of a 
reward or some gratification) is crucial in the acquisition 
and performance of skills and knowledge. An important issue in 
reinforcement is the person's perception of whether the reward 
followed from one's own behavior or is controlled by outside 
forces. When the person perceives that a reinforcement comes 
as a result of luck, fate, chance, from the action of powerful 
others, or is unpredictable, the belief is labeled external 
control. When the individual perceives that the reinforcement 
results from personal behavior or characteristics, the belief 
is labeled internal control.
The general background for this notion is the social
learning theory. This theory posits that a reinforcement acts 
to strengthen an expectancy that a behavior will be followed 
by that reinforcement in the future. As learning takes place, 
expectancies are generalized from specific expectancies to a 
variety of related situations. The behavior resulting from 
these generalized expectancies can be quite different depend­
ing upon whether the situation is classified by culture as
skill-based (internal) or chance-based (external).
According to Rotter (1982), the concept of alienation
(based on social theory) seems to relate to the internal-
external control variable. It has been associated with asocial 
behavior and to the concept of powerlessness.
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Rotter developed a measure of the internal-external 
variable that has been widely used in psychological research. 
Efforts were made to isolate factors that might explain in 
more detail this construct. This effort has brought mixed 
results, and the Rotter instrument is viewed as a single 
factor instrument.
The Rotter instrument was considered to be rather general 
and Rotter and others encouraged the development of more 
powerful, more specific instruments. Paulhus and Christie 
(1981) developed the spheres of control concept and an 
instrument. They conceptualized an individual as dealing with 
his environment in three concentric spheres labeled achieve­
ment, interpersonal, and socio-political.
In the first sphere, the individual deals with the non­
social environment in things related to personal achievement 
such as solving crossword puzzles, building bookcases, and 
climbing mountains. In the second sphere, the individual deals 
with others in dyads or groups in such things as sexual 
relations, family harmony, and work place relationships. In 
the third sphere, the individual deals with socio-political 
control in such things as group protests, political caucuses, 
or letter-writing to influence a congressman. A fourth 
involving conflict with one's own self was postulated, but no 
evidence has been produced to substantiate this view.
Principal Brinkmanship Behavior
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The literature reviewed in this section relates several 
studies that have been made of brinkmanship in the classroom 
and other environments. Most, if not all, of the theoretical 
issues concerning brinkmanship that apply to teachers and 
students in the classroom seem to apply to principals and 
teachers at the school site level and central office supervi­
sors and principals at the school district level. School 
classrooms serve as the place of primary learning for princi­
pals on matters related to administration. As teachers go from 
the classroom to become principals they carry with them ideas 
about the management of people that they have learned in the 
classroom. In addition, literature will be reviewed that 
associates brinkmanship with another similar notion, discre­
tionary decision-making.
Willower (1971) explains that pupil control is an issue 
of fundamental importance to most educators. Teachers believe 
that order in the classroom must precede learning. Principals 
and teachers who tend to exercise greater control over 
students are described as custodial. Concern for control 
issues can create an atmosphere in which control becomes an 
end within itself. Brown and Licata (1978) indicate that this 
custodial attitude can become a self-generating, casual loop 
that perpetuates and enlarges the practice. Glasser (1990) 
concurs by alleging that in some schools up to 90% of the late
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middle and high school students exist in a state of antagonism 
with the teachers having arranged "a kind of sullen, apathetic 
truce: "I won't bother you if you don't bother me."
In this environment where control and order are especial­
ly important, brinkmanship becomes a means of expression about 
the general quality of school life as well as about specific 
requirements of school work. According to a study reported by 
Licata and Willower (1975), the more custodial the teacher:s 
attitude the more negative the teacher's attitude toward 
brinkmanship. The study also indicated that student attitudes 
about brinkmanship were derived from negative attitudes about 
the classroom. This seems to be the beginning of a negative 
cycle in which the teacher becomes more custodial and the 
students increase the brinking behaviors (Brown & Licata, 
1978). Glasser (1990) explains that boss-managers (as con­
trasted with lead-managers) "firmly believe that people can be 
motivated from the outside." He continues:
A boss-manager always responds to the quality of a 
worker's work with a coercive message - be it 
reward or punishment - because bosses think that 
this is the best way to motivate workers. Bosses 
like to point guns more than they like to raise 
salaries, and they are always looking for bigger 
guns. Effective lead-managers never use coercive 
messages. Instead, a lead-manager will try to give 
workers the kind of information that will persuade
them to do as directed because it is as much to the 
worker's benefit as it is to the manager's.
Glasser (1990) cites what he calls "the academic equiva­
lent of the Boston Tea Party" reported in the Los Angeles 
Times of April 27, 1989:
A group of seniors at Torrance's academically 
rigorous West High School intentionally flunked the 
latest California Assessment Program test in an 
attempt to send a message to administrators who 
they believe place too much emphasis on the ex­
am. .. . At school Wednesday, student body President 
Kelle Price, who said that she did not intentional­
ly fail the test, said some seniors became disgrun­
tled when some teachers interrupted classes to 
prepare them for the ... [state] tests. She said 
students also believe that administrators - who 
visited classes to stress the importance of doing 
well - were too concerned with maintaining the 
school's image.... At West High, there was much 
debate Wednesday about who - if anyone - places too 
much emphasis on the tests. Bawden [the principal] 
blamed the state Department of Education and the 
press which does not publish other indicators of 
school performance.... Bill Franchini, who heads 
the Torrence Teachers Assn.... blamed it on a 
trickle-down effect, saying the pressure starts
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with the State Dept.... and works its way down 
through the local school districts, principals, 
teachers, and eventually students. "I think [stu­
dents] are feeling like pawns in a game that is 
much bigger than they are," he said.
While some acts of brinkmanship may take the form of 
little games like dropping a book in the classroom, these acts 
often reflect deeply felt attitudes that are quite serious for 
the students. In politics, this type of action is referred to 
as civil disobedience. It is the type of behavior that Ghandi 
used to mobilize India's masses and Martin Luther King used to 
bring attention to the plight of America's blacks. While some 
brinkmanship can be regarded as harmless games to get atten­
tion in the classroom, other acts such as the one cited by 
Glasser above draw attention to a much greater problem.
Brinkmanship studies applied to teachers by Stapleton,
Croft, and Frankiewicz (1979) confirmed the findings from 
student studies. Attitudes that precipitate specific brinking 
behaviors are often prompted by the attitudes or behaviors of 
the organizational unit leader - the teacher, the principal, 
or the central office supervisor - and are related to job 
satisfaction.
Willett and Licata (1987) studied the brinkmanship
behavior of residence hall students as related to the resi­
dence hall assistant, a student leader responsible for 30 to 
80 resident students. The study considers brinkmanship
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behavior with regard to frequency, hostility, and hedonism. 
Significant correlations were found between frequency of 
brinkmanship and two leadership variables, consideration and 
initiating structure. Sample limitations caused the research­
ers to state hypotheses rather than draw conclusions.
Crow (1987) studied what could be considered an extreme 
act of brinkmanship - leaving the school district. This study 
of elementary principals used both quantitative and qualita­
tive methodologies to examine variables that measured the 
conflict between the principal and central office and the 
number of school districts in which each principal had served. 
Results indicated that principals who were determined to be 
movers were 29% more likely to have conflict with the central 
office than those who were stayers. The author cited the 
following examples of movers who had conflict with the central 
office:
One principal emphasized the callousness of central 
office administrators who refused to replace pipes 
that were contributing to bad tasting water: "They 
don't have to drink it" (Case 104). Another recalls 
having to use parent pressure to convince central 
administrators to hire another teacher because "CO 
didn't believe us" (Case 83).
This last case is a textbook illustration of brinkmanship.
Decretionarv Decision Making
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Discretionary decision making is the implementation of 
policies and programs at the school level in a way that fits 
the principal's values, philosophy, and goals (Morris, 
Crowson, Porter-Gehrie, and Hurwitz, 1984). The local school 
principal is responsible for the practical application of 
policies and programs, which usually come in a one-size-fits- 
all format to the real world of the school environment. As the 
on-site administrator, the principal's main charge is: "Make 
it work." It is frequently important to adjust these policies 
or programs to align them with other policies or programs in 
place at the school and to make them all work together in that 
environment. This requires that the principal use his own 
judgment or discretionary decision-making to be successful.
Crowson and Morris (1982) found that building administra­
tors were actively involved in bending the organizational 
rules. Reasons cited by these researchers for this behavior 
include:
(a) trying to enhance their school site;
(b) lubricating the daily management of their schools 
by short-circuiting the organizational labyrinth;
(c) assisting selectively with the special needs and 
interests of pupils and parents;
(d) furthering their own careers.
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Crowson and Morris concluded that the principals in the study 
are "heavily engaged in organizational maintenance and 
stability and, moreover, are quite willing, in their mainte­
nance role, to bend system rules." They cite cases of seeing 
principals circumventing the board of education's desegrega­
tion policy, padding reading scores, and ignoring the board's 
request for more parental involvement in the school. They also 
state that they "saw building principals occasionally bend 
organizational rules in ways that served the school's clients 
at the apparent expense of the larger bureaucracy."
Crowson and Morris (1985) undertook a further analysis of 
the data collected between 1977 and 1980. In this reanalysis 
of the data, they specifically inquired "...is systemic 
control possible in so loosely structured an environment?" 
They wrote:
The findings suggested that large educational 
bureaucracies are indeed loosely coupled. Building 
principals have developed to a fine art the ability 
to survive and prosper through procedural manipula­
tion, through creative insubordination, through a 
re-shaping of the job to suit their own attitudes 
and inclinations, and through adept political 
maneuvering.
The principals in their study spent 36% to 47% of their time 
in activities that were determined by hierarchial controls. In 
examining these controls they concluded that "communication in
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educational environments... are thin, attenuated, and seldom 
monitored by higher-ups." They explain:
School systems are loosely coupled systems. They 
are held together not by a strenuous flow of direc­
tives moving through a chain of command, but rather 
by an intricate, delicate network of informal 
controls.
Through this network come the expectations that the 
state, district superintendent, and central office supervisors 
have for principals. Some are stated, but many are implied. 
Within this quagmire of superordinate expectations, the school 
principal must function knowing full well that on the other 
side there is a quagmire of expectations from subordinates, 
including teachers, students, and parents. Regardless of any 
specific other instruction from superiors, the overriding 
expectation is make it work. In this perilous position, the 
school principal often uses his own discretion in making 
decisions. Brinkmanship is a means of adapting instructions to 




The purpose of this research is generally to discover 
what factors best predict the principal brinkmanship behavior 
and specifically to test the following hypotheses:
Hi: There is a positive relationship between principals'
perceptions of role conflict and the frequency of 
principal brinkmanship.
H2: There is a positive relationship between principals'
beliefs favoring professional discretion and the 
frequency of principal brinkmanship.
There is a positive relationship between principals' 
internal locus of control and the frequency of 
principal brinkmanship.
This chapter presents and explains the methodological 
procedures that are used to obtain and analyze the data needed 
to test these hypotheses. It is organized into the following 
divisions: sample, confidentiality, instrumentation, data
collection, and data analysis.
Sample
This research requires a purposeful sample selection. 
First, since the research method is a case study, the sample
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includes a single school district. Secondly, the sample 
includes a maximum of 40 elementary school principals within 
the same district. The basis for this requirement is the fact 
that central office supervisors will judge the frequency of 
the brinkmanship behavior for all members of the sample and 
the sample size must not exceed a number that they can 
effectively judge. Consequently, the researcher selected a 
single, school district with 30 to 40 elementary school 
principals.
Confidentiality
Participation in this research was voluntary. All 
information collected from all individuals will be held 
strictly confidential. Reports of this research will not 
reveal the school district or any individual participant's 
name.
Instrumentation
Data collection for this research was from two sources: 
the principals in the district and at least three central 
office administrators who know all of the principals in the 
sample. Instruments used for data collection are listed in 
Table 1 below. Each instrument was in the form of a question­
naire .
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Central office supervisors were asked to complete the 
first instrument by rating the frequency of brinkmanship 
behavior of each principal in the sample. The second instru­
ment assesses principal perceptions of role conflict. Instru­
ments three through five assess principals' discretion 
beliefs. The sixth instrument assesses principal perceptions 
of their spheres of control. In addition, the principals 
completed a questionnaire requesting certain personal and 
school demographic data.
In order to assist data collection, the researcher 
randomly selected twelve items from each of the instruments. 
This procedure shortened the principals' instruments so that 
they were asked to complete no more than 60 items across the 
various instruments. The supervisor's instrument required one 






2. Role Conflict /
3. Logic of Confidence /
4. Status Obeisance /
5. Prof. Zone of Accept. /
6. Spheres of Control /
were asked to rate each principal on the likelihood that the
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supervisor would use that principal as a resource person if 
another principal wanted advice about improving instructional 
leadership. This will allow the researcher to perform an 
exploratory analysis of the relationship between brinkmanship 
and instructional leadership expertise. Appendix A has samples 
of the actual instruments for this research.
Principal Brinkmanship Scale
In this study, the Principal Brinkmanship Scale (PBS) was 
used to measure principal brinkmanship. This instrument is 
designed to allow principals' superiors to rate each principal 
by marking a scale related to the frequency of the brinking 
behavior. In conceptualizing this behavior, the supervisor was 
asked to average mentally each principal's frequency of 
brinkmanship and select the correct level on the scale that 
describes this general behavior.
A higher score on the instrument shows a belief that the 
principal exercised brinkmanship frequently while a lower 
score shows less frequent brinkmanship. Scores range from one 
to seven.
The researcher reviewed the completed instruments to 
determine if there were cases of wide variance on the scores 
given by supervisors. No cases were found that showed a wide 
variance.
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The principals who responded to the questionnaire were 
divided into two groups of ten each, those rated highest in 
brinkmanship and those rated lowest. The researcher asked 
central office supervisors if there were characteristics 
common to each group. The following answers were given:
Low Brinkmanship Group
1. These principals are fairly new as principals. Some 
are first year principals.
2. All of these new principals are under a two year 
contract program that was implemented four years 
ago. Principals hired prior to this program are not 
under contract, but have an implied tenure.
High Brinkmanship Group
1. Most of these principals definitely are "more
aggressive." They like to "run their school as they 
want to" and they know how to "take the initia­
tive." They have "lots of guts." They definitely 
have "a strong personality." "They know what they 
want and go after it." "They might be good in a 
site-based management situation."
2. Some of the principals were described as "strongly 
student oriented." They will do what is necessary 
to help their students.
3. Many of these principals probably have little
confidence in the central office. There is "a
built-in resistance to the central office." Many
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principals perceive the central office as the 
source of more work and greater burdens. They also 
feel that they provide little help and what help is 
provided is not very useful.
Role Conflict and Ambiguity Scale
Role conflict was measured using the Role Conflict and 
Ambiguity (RCA) Scale developed by Rizzo, House and Lirtzman 
(1970). The original instrument has thirty items related to 
role conflict and ambiguity (two subscales) . The researcher 
randomly selected six items from each subscale. The principals 
responded on a six level scale ranging from disagree strongly 
to agree strongly. The total instrument score is the sum of 
the item scores. A higher score on the instrument shows a 
higher belief that the respondent's environment is conflicting 
and ambiguous.
Kuder-Richardson reliability coefficients reported by 
Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) ranged from .78 to .82 in 
two different samples. Construct validity was supported by 
correlations with several known instruments and through 
obtaining the predicted relationships.
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Measures of Principal Belief in Discretion
Principals' belief in discretion was measured using the 
following instruments: Logic of Confidence Scale (LOG), Status 
Obeisance Scale (SO), and Spheres Of Control Scale (SC).
Logic of Confidence Scale
Okeafor's (1983) Logic of Confidence Scale (LOC) was 
originally designed to measure teacher beliefs that suggest 
that they are professionals and do not require close supervi­
sion. The researcher adapted the instrument to measure these 
same beliefs in principals. The original instrument has 27 
items. Responses were given using a six point scale ranging 
from disagree strongly to agree strongly. The LOC instrument 
has three subscales: belief in professionalism; belief in
avoidance of situations in which principals might observe 
inappropriate or unexpected behavior by a principal; and 
belief in the wisdom of downplaying, forgiving, or overlooking 
observed principal errors. Four items were randomly selected 
to measure each subscale. Scores may range between 12 and 72 
with a higher score on the instrument showing a higher belief 
in the logic of confidence. Okeafor (1983) reported alpha 
coefficients ranging from .75 to .91. Construct validity was 
supported by the known groups method and through obtaining the
64
predicted relationships with teacher autonomy and status 
obeisance.
Status Obeisance Scale
The Status Obeisance Scale (SO) was designed to measure 
the attitude of an individual toward receptivity of supervi­
sion (Helsel, 1971). There are 30 items on the instrument and 
responses were given using a six level scale ranging from 
disagree strongly to agree strongly. Scores may range between 
12 and 72 with a higher score on the instrument indicating a 
higher belief that one should follow the wishes of the 
supervisor. Helsel (1971) reported an alpha coefficient of 
.90. Construct validity was supported by the known groups 
method and through obtaining the predicted relationships.
Professional Zone of Acceptance Inventory
The researcher adapted the Professional Zone of Accep­
tance Inventory (PZAI) for this study to measure principals' 
willingness to comply with central office directives in areas 
often reserved for principal discretion (Kunz and Hoy, 1976). 
There are 15 items on the original instrument and responses on 
the five level scale range from never to always. Twelve items 
were randomly selected from the original instrument. Scores 
may range between 12 and 60 with a higher score on the
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instrument showing a higher belief that principals are 
competent professionals who should make decisions related to 
their work as a school leader. Kunz and Hoy (1976) reported an 
alpha coefficient of .96. Construct validity was supported by 
the known groups method and through obtaining the predicted 
relationships in comparisons with initiating structure.
Spheres of Control Scale
The Spheres of Control Scale (SC) was designed to measure 
the perception of control in the areas of personal achieve­
ment, interpersonal control and socio-political control 
(Paulhus & Christie, 1981). Together, these factors represent 
"a control profile, a pattern of expectancies that one brings 
into play in confronting the world."
There are thirty items on the original instrument, ten in 
each of the three factors, and responses are on a six level 
scale ranging from disagree strongly to agree strongly. The 
researcher purposefully selected six items from each of the 
first two subscales, personal achievement and interpersonal 
control. Item selection was based on their relationship to the 
work of principals. Scores may range between 6 and 72 with a 
higher score on the instrument showing a higher perception 
that one is controlled by internal forces. Construct validity 
was supported by comparison to known criterion variables and 
obtaining the predicted relationships.
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Data Collection
The researcher identified a school district that met the 
criterion stated for this research and gained approval for the 
research from school district officials. He sent a package of 
materials to each principal including the following:
1. A letter explaining the nature of the study and the 
steps that they should follow in their participa­
tion .
2. A copy of the questionnaire that the principals 
were to complete.
3. A return envelope for the questionnaire.
The researcher asked central office supervisors who know 
all of the principals in the study to complete the Principal 
Brinkmanship Scale (PBS). This instrument was given to each 
during a personal visit by the researcher to their office.
Since this data were collected in a single school dis­
trict, all participants were reminded and reassured that the 




The primary statistic used to test the hypothesis was 
regression analysis. The data were entered into the computer 
and prepared for this use.
The questionnaire data and demographic data from each of 
the instruments were processed to produce one score for each 
variable for each of the 34 cases as follows:
Scale Variable Type
Principal Brinkmanship Scale BRINK Dependent
Logic of Confidence Scale LOC Independent
Status Obeisance Scale SO Independent
Spheres of Control Scale sc Independent
Role Conflict Scale RC Independent
Prof. Zone of Acceptance Scale PZA Independent
Leadership Scale LEADER Independent
Total Years in Education T0TYR1 Independent
Total Years as Principal T0TYR2 Independent
Total Years Principal Here T0TYR3 Independent
Educational Level DEGREE Independent
Age AGE Independent
Sex SEX Independent
Ethnic Group ETHNIC Independent
Statistical analysis of the data began with an evaluation
to determine if it met the assumptions for regression model:
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1. The error term, s, is a random variable with mean 
or expected value of 0; that is E(£)=0.
2. The variance of e is denoted by o2 and is the same
for all values of x.
3. The values of e are independent.
4. The error term £ is a normally distributed random
variable. (Anderson, Sweeney, & Williams, 1990, p.
500)
Measures of central tendency were produced along with box 
plots, stem-and-leaf plots, density plots with a normal curve, 
influence plots, Scatterplot Matrix (SPLOM) graphs, and 
categorical tables to describe and visualize the data to 
determine its usefulness in the regression model.
Pearson product-moment correlations were produced to 
determine the nature of the linear relationship that existed 
between the dependent variable and each of the independent 
variables. These correlations were plotted to be sure that the 
relationships were linear.
The regression analysis was used to test the overall 
hypothesis that measures of principal perceptions of role 
conflict, beliefs about discretion, and beliefs about spheres 
of control (independent variables) significantly predict 
variation in the frequency of principal brinkmanship (depen­
dent variable). The regression residuals were analyzed 
statistically and visually with plots to determine if they met 
the requirements of the regression model.
Finally, item analysis was performed on the 60 items of 
the questionnaire. Analysis produced included test score 
statistics, internal consistency data, and item reliability 
statistics.
The .05 level of significance was used as a minimum level 
of significance throughout this study.
CHAPTER 4: PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
The purpose of the study was to determine if there was a 
relationship between principals' brinkmanship behavior and 
various beliefs and attitudes held by principals. In addition, 
these variables were examined as they related to selected 
demographic characteristics of the principals.
In this chapter, the data that were collected to test the 
hypotheses are presented and analyzed. This includes descrip­
tions of the central office supervisor sample and the princi­
pal sample, the analysis of the data, some additional analy­
ses, and a discussion of the findings.
Description of the Samples 
The Supervisor Sample
The Principal Brinkmanship instrument was given to each 
of the ten elementary supervisors in the district. Of these, 
eight were female, two were male. Three female supervisors and 





Instruments were sent to all of the elementary principals 
in the school district, a total of 50. Thirty-four of these 
principals or 68% participated in the study by returning a 
completed instrument. Each principal was asked to provide 
certain demographic data. In addition, some data were avail­
able on those who did not respond. Personnel policy in the 
school district limited the collection of additional data on 
those who did not respond. The data collected on both those 
who responded and those who did not are summarized in Table 1 
and Table 2. The N of those who did respond is 34. The N of 
those who did not respond is 16.














DEGREE (MA) 26.00 76.48 N/A N/A
DEGREE (SPEC.) 4.00 11.76 N/A N/A
DEGREE (DR) 4.00 11.76 N/A N/A
SEX (MALE) 15.00 44 .11 6.00 37.50
SEX (FEMALE) 19.00 55.89 10.00 62. 50
ETHNIC (BLACK) 9.00 26.47 14.00 87 . 50
ETHNIC (WHITE) 25.00 73.53 2.00 12. 50
Respondents were divided by sex as follows: 15 male and 
19 female. Non-respondents were divided by sex: 6 male and 10
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female. In the respondent group, 44.11% were male and 55.89% 
were female. In the non-respondent group, 37.50% were male and 
52.50% were female. The respondent group had some 7 percentage 
points more males and fewer females than the non-respondent 
group.
Respondents were divided ethnically into two groups. Nine 
or 26.47% of the responding principals were black and 25 or 
73.53% were white. In the non-responding group 14 or 87.50% of 
the principals were black and two or 12.50% were white. The 
respondent group had some 61 percentage points more blacks and 
fewer whites than the non-respondent group.
The principals had one of three graduate degrees: 
Master's, Specialist, Doctor's. This information was available 
only from those who responded. Of the 34, 26 or 76.48% had a 
Master's degree, 4 or 11.76% had a Specialist degree, and 4 or
11.76% had a Doctor's degree.
The mean age for the responding group was 47.85 years 
with a standard deviation of 6.13, while the mean age of the 
non-responding group was 49.13 years with a standard deviation 
of 7.00. The mean age of the respondent group was 1.28 years 
greater than the non-respondent group.
Three variables measured principal experience. TOTYR1 was 
a measure of the total years in education. The mean for the 
responding group was 24.07 and the standard deviation was 
5.70. This information was not available for the non-respond­
ing group. TOTYR2 was a measure of the total years served as
















BRINK 3.04 .88 3.50 1.09
LEADER 4.29 .09 3.53 1.05
TOTYR1 24.07 5.70 N/A N/A
TOTYR2 8.47 7 .45 N/A N/A
TOTYR3 5.03 .,4.26 3.31 2.70
AGE 47.85 6.13 49.13 7.00
principal in all schools. The mean for the responding group 
was 8.47 years and the standard deviation was 7.45. This 
information was unavailable for the non-responding group. 
T0TYR3 was a measure of the total years served as principal in 
the present school. The mean for the responding group was 5.03 
years and the standard deviation was 4.26. The mean of the 
non-responding group was 3.31 years and the standard deviation 
was 2.70.
The two responses from the Central Office supervisors 
were on the BRINK and LEADER variables. The mean of the BRINK 
variable for the group who responded was 3.04 with the 
standard deviation of .88. For the non-responding group, the 
mean was 3.50 with the standard deviation of 1.09. The mean of 
the respondent group was .46 less than the non-respondent 
group. A t- test indicated that this difference was not 
statistically significant (t=1.50, p<.147).
The mean of the LEADER variable for the group who 
responded was 4.29 with the standard deviation at .88. For 
the non-responding group, the mean was 3.53 with the standard 
deviation at 1.05. The mean of the respondent group was .76 
greater than the non-respondent group. A t-test indicated that 
this difference was statistically significant (t=-2.51, 
p<.019). This indicates that the non-respondent group was 
slightly less likely to be designated as an instructional 
1eader.
A profile of the typical member of the two groups - 
respondent and non-respondent - would be as follows:
The respondent is a white, 48 year-old female with a 
masters degree who has 24 years of education experience with 
eight of those as a principal. She has been principal at her 
school for about five years. The non-respondent is a black, 49 
year-old female with an unknown educational level and years of 
education experience or years of service as principal. She has 
been principal at her school for about three years. The non­
respondent group is slightly older and has two years less 
service at her present assignment. The supervisors saw the 
non-respondent group as more likely to brink and less likely 
to be an instructional leader.
75
Analysis of the Data 
Overview of the Analysis
Analysis was done using a series of regression procedures 
including stepwise multiple regression to test the three null 
hypotheses and to determine the best model for prediction the 
brinkmanship behavior.
The variables designated in the hypotheses were selected 
from a review of the literature to discover factors that might 
help to explain the brinkmanship behavior. Several of the 
variables had subscales including Role Conflict (role clarity 
and role ambiguity), Logic of Confidence (professionalism, 
avoidance, and overlooking), and Spheres of Control (personal 
and interaction). In order to further test the power and 
robustness of these scales, analysis was made using both the 
scale as a whole and as subscales.
Descriptive Statistics of the Belief Variables
In Table 4, a summary of the descriptive statistics 
related to these variables is given. Included in the table are 
the values for N, Mean, Standard Deviation, and the Mean as 
Per Cent of Scale (The mean divided by the highest value 
obtainable on the scale).
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The Role Conflict instrument was returned by 34 princi­
pals and an analysis of the variable as a whole showed a mean 
value of 34.324 or 47.67% of the total subscale with a








RC C Subscale 34 18.765 5.028 52.13
RC A Subscale 34 15.559 3.799 43.22
RC Scale 34 34.324 6.923 47 .67
LOC P Subscale 34 16.618 4.586 69.24
LOC A Subscale 34 12.176 3.697 50.73
LOC 0 Subscale 34 7.912 3.029 32.96
LOC Scale 34 36.706 7 .642 50.98
SO Scale 34 32.088 8. 544 44.57
PZA Scale 34 30.735 6 . 316 42.68
j SC_P Subscale 34 29.618 2.861 82.27
SC_I Subscale 34 30.235 3.075 83.98
SC Scale 34 59.853 5.304 83.13
standard deviation of 5.03. The RC_C (Role Clarity) subscale 
had a mean value of 18.77 or 52.13% of the total subscale with 
a standard deviation of 5.03. The RC_A (Role Ambiguity) 
subscale had a mean value of 15.56 or 43.22% of the total 
subscale with a standard deviation of 3.78. Mean values as a 
percent of the total subscale were slightly higher on the RC_C 
scale than either the RC A or entire Role Conflict scale.
The Logic of Confidence instrument was returned by 34 
principals. Analysis of the instrument as a whole indicated a 
mean value of 36.71 or 50.98% of the total scale with a 
standard deviation of 7.64. The LOC_P (Professionalism) 
subscale had a mean value of 16.62 or 69.24% of the total 
subscale with a standard deviation of 4.59. The LOC_A (Avoid­
ance) subscale had a mean value of 12.18 or 50.73% of the 
total subscale with a standard deviation of 3.70. The LOCO 
(Overlooking) subscale had a mean value of 7.91 or 32.96% of 
the total subscale with a standard deviation of 3.03. The 
L0C_P mean values were considerable higher as a per cent of 
the total subscale than either of the other two subscales 
(L0C_A and L0C_0) as well as the instrument as a whole (LOC).
The Status Obeisance scale had no subscales. Its mean 
value was 32.09 or 44.57% of the total scale with a standard 
deviation of 8.54. Likewise, the Professional Zone of Accep­
tance scale had no subscales. Its mean value was 30.74 or 
42.69% of the total scale with a standard deviation of 6.32. 
Both of the variables had mean values as a per cent of the 
total scale that was lower than other variables.
The Spheres of Control instrument was returned by 34 
principals and an analysis of the variable as a whole showed 
a mean value of 59.854 or 83.13% of the total scale with a 
standard deviation of 5.30. The SC_P (Personal) subscale had 
a mean value of 29.62. or 82.27% of the total subscale with a 
standard deviation of 2.86. The SC_I (Interpersonal) subscale
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had a mean value of 30.24 or 83.13% of the total subscale with 
a standard deviation of 3.08. Mean values as a percent of the 
total subscale were nearly the same for the instrument as a 
whole and for both subscales.
The Mean as Per Cent of Scale (The mean divided by the 
highest value obtainable on the scale) gives some useful 
information about the scales. The sample tended to be high in 
LOCP (professionalism) at 69.24% of subscale, low in the 
L0C_0 (overlooking) at 32.96%, and very internal on the 
Spheres of Control Scale and both subscales with scores at 
about 83% of the total scale on each.
Instrument Reliability Analysis
The instruments were tested for reliability in measuring 
the constructs they were designed to measure. Alpha Coeffi-









cients ranged from .551 for the RC scale to .919 for the PZA 
scale.
Regression Analysis for Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 related role conflict to principal brinkman­
ship. The role conflict measure has two subscales.
Using the two subscales, the regression produced an R 
value of 0.161, an R 2 value of 0.026 {F^ 31) = • 412, p<.666), and 
an adjusted R 2 value of 0.000. The RC_C subscale produced a t 
value of 0.625 and a p value of 0.537. The RC_A subscale




Squared Multiple R 0.026
Adjusted Squared Multiple R 0.000






Constant 2.331 0.800 0.000 2.916 0.007
RC_C 0.020 0.032 0.113 0.953 0.625 0. 537
RC_A 0.021 0.042 0.092 0.953 0.509 0.614
produced a t value of 0.509 and a p value of 0.614. As shown 
in Table 4, neither of the predictors RC_C (Role Conflict -
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Conflict) nor RC_A (Role Conflict - Ambiguity) were statisti­
cally significant.
The analysis indicates that in this sample neither the 
measure of principals' perceptions of role conflict (RC_C) nor 
the measure of role ambiguity (RC_A) were able to predict 
brinking behavior to any significant degree.
Regression Analysis for Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 related professional discretion to principal 
brinkmanship.
Using the three subscales for LOC (Logic of Confidence), 
L0C_P (Professionalism), L0C_A (Avoidance), and L0C_0 (Over­
looking) , plus the SO (Status Obeisance) and PZA (Professional 
Zone of Acceptance) instruments, the regression produced an R 
value of 0.488, an R 2 value of 0.238 (Fj^gpl•753, p<.155),
and an adjusted R 2 value of 0.102. The L0C_P subscale produced 
a t value of -2.638 and a p value of 0.013. The L0C_A subscale 
produced a t value of -0.083 and a p value of 0.934. The L0C_0 
subscale produced a t value of 0.659 and a p value of 0.515. 
The SO scale produced a t value of -1.010 and a p value of
0.321. The PZA scale produced a t value of -0.230 and a p 
value of 0.820.
The analysis indicates that in this sample the measure of 
principals' beliefs about professionalism (L0C_P) was a 
statistically significant predictor of brinkmanship, but none
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Squared Multiple R 0.238
Adjusted Squared Multiple R 0.102
Standard Error of Estimate 0.834





Const. 5.207 0.983 0.000 5.294 0.007
LOC P -0.095 0.036 -0.495 0.771 -2.638 0.013
LOC A 0.004 0.043 0.015 0.840 0.083 0.934
LOC 0 0.035 0.053 0.119 0.830 0.659 0.515
SO -0.022 0.022 -0.216 0. 592 -1.010 0.321
PZA -0.006 0.027 -0.045 0.707 -0.230 0.820 J
of the other measures (LOC_A, L0C_0, SC, and PZA) was able to 
predict brinking behavior to any significant degree.
Regression Analysis for Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3 related spheres of control to principal 
brinkmanship.
Using the two subscales of the Spheres of Control instru­
ment, SC_P (Personal) and SC_I (Interaction), the regression 
analysis produced an R value of 0.142, an R 2 value of 0.020 
(F,'i 3| | = • 319, p<.729), and an adjusted R z value of 0.000. The 
SC P subscale produced a t value of -0.7 87 and a p value of
Table 8: Regression Analysis for Hypothesis 3
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Dependent Variable BRINK
i  N 34
Multiple R 0.142
Squared Multiple R 0.020
Adjusted.Squared Multiple R 0. 000











Const. 3. 512 1.777 0.000 1.977 0.057
SC P -0.054 0.068 -0.174 0.644 -0.787 0.437
SC_I 0.037 0.063 ......... 0.129 | 0.644 0. 580 0.566
0.437. The S CI subscale produced a t value of 0.580 and a p 
value of 0.566.
The analysis indicates that in this sample the measure of 
principals' beliefs about Spheres of Control was not able to 
predict brinking behavior to any significant degree.
Regression Analysis for Demographic Variables
Four of the demographic variables are related to time. 
They include TOTYR1 (Total years of educational experience) , 
T0TYR2 (Total years of principal experience), TOTYR3 (Total 
years of experience at this school), and AGE. One can safely 
assume that using all of these in the same model would produce 
problems with multicol1inearity and according to Wilkinson
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Squared Multiple R 0. 525
Adjusted Squared Multiple R 0.478






Const. 6.785 1 .784 0.000 3. 804 0.001
LEADER 0.392 0.135 0.389 0.878 2. 898 0.007
TOTYR2 0.047 0.021 0. 402 0. 517 2.297 0.029
1
TOTYR3 | 0.08 5 0.037 0.411 0.482 2.270 0.031
(1990) this tends to produce unstable regression coefficients. 
Correlation coefficients comparing the four variables indicate 
that they are in fact closely related (See Appendix B). One 
way to handle this is to select the best time measure for the 
final model. In order to do this, the demographic data were 
analyzed using stepwise multiple regression.
From the demographic variables and LEADER variable, the 
stepwise regression analysis selected three statistically 
significant variables (LEADER, TOTYR2, and TOTYR3) and
produced an R value of 0.725, an R 2 value of 0.525 (F^ ^ =11- 
.072, p<.000), and an adjusted R 2 value of 0.478. The LEADER 
variable produced a t value of 2.898 and a p value of 0.007. 
The TOTYR2 variable produced a t value of 2.297 and a p value
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of 0.029. The TOTYR3 variable produced a t value of 2.27 0 and 
a p value of 0.031.
While this analysis does not test a specific hypothesis, 
it does produce evidence that statistically significant
relationships do exist between some of the demographic
variables and the frequency of principal brinkmanship. As 
indicated above one of these time variables would be selected 
for analysis in the final model. Due to the fact that all of 
the data in TOTYR3 (Total years of experience at this school)
is included within the variable TOTYR2 (Total years of
experience as a principal) and that TOTYR2 is a slightly 
better predictor of BRINK, the researcher chose to use TOTYR2 
as the time/experience variable in the final model.
Regression Analysis for the Best Model
The tests of the three null hypotheses were conducted to 
determine if there was any relationship between the dependent 
variable BRINK and the independent variables stated in each 
hypothesis and, if so, whether it was statistically signifi­
cant or not. When none of the null hypotheses were rejected, 
an inquiry was initiated to determine if any of the variables 
from the questionnaire or demographic information could be 
used to predict change in the BRINK variable. The inquiry used 
the stepwise regression statistical procedure to test the 
variables.
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First, stepwise multiple regression was executed using 
all of the belief variables. The tolerance level (a measure of 
collinearity) was set at .15. This prevented variables that 
have a multicollinearity problem from entering the regression 
model. Secondly, stepwise multiple regression was executed 
using all the demographic variables with the tolerance level 
set at .15. Thirdly, all the variables that entered the model 
using the stepwise regression procedure on both the belief and 
the demographic variables were placed in a regression model 
and tested again using a tolerance level of .15. The result 
was a model including the variables: LOC_P, LEADER, and
T0TYR2.




Squared Multiple R 0.594
Adjusted Squared Multiple R 0.554






Const. 2.227 0.671 0.000 3,317 0.002
LOC P -0.075 0.022 -0.390 0.987 -3.336 0.002
LEADER 0.331 0.121 0.328 0.941 2.738 0. 010
TOTYR2 0.07 5 0.014 0.634 0.936 5.274 0.000
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Using the three variables, the regression produced an R 
value of 0.771, an R 2 value of 0.594 (Fjj jq) = 14 .653, p<.000), 
and an adjusted R z value of 0.554. The L0C_P variable produced 
a t value of -3.336 and a p value of 0.002. The LEADER 
variable produced a t value of 2.738 and a p value of 0.010. 
The T0TYR2 variable produced a t value of 5.274 and a p value 
of 0.000.
This analysis indicates that the three variables tested 
are highly significant statistically, predicting over 59% of 
the brinkmanship variance. The LOC_P variable is a negative 
predictor i.e., as the professionalism associated with this 
variable increased the frequency of brinkmanship decreased.
Correlation Analysis for the Best Model
As a supplementary analysis of the best model variables, 
a Pearson correlation matrix was generated. Two correlations
Table 11: Pearson Correlation Matrix for Best Model
BRINK LOC_P LEADER TOTYR2
BRINK 1 .000
LOC P -0.431 1.000
LEADER 0.150 0.070 1.000
TOTYR2 0.595 -0.100 -0.237 1.000
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were statistically significant. These were the BRINK - LOC_P 
correlation which was -0.431 and the BRINK - TOTYR2 correla­
tion was 0.595.
Supplementary Analysis
In addition to the analysis described above, supplementa­
ry analyses were made of the data to discover all possible 
information that might be available and to be sure of its 
statistical reliability.
Analysis of the High and Low BRINK Groups
One method of determining differences between those who 
seldom displayed brinkmanship behavior and those who frequent­
ly did was to divide the sample into two groups according to 
this behavior. The groups included 10 who had the lowest 
frequency of brinkmanship behavior and 10 who had the highest 
frequency. A t test was performed to discover significant 
differences between the two groups.
Significant differences were found between the low and 
high groups on three variables: LOC (t(17 2j = 2.069, p<.054),
T0TYR2 ( t(]3i4)=-4.122, p<.001), and TOTYR3 ( t (17.3) =  _3 - 716,
p<.002). This corroborates the finding found in the regression 
analysis. The results in this analysis are not as robust due 
to the small number in each group. Additionally, control of
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RC 32.00 36.20 -1.176
LOC 39.10 33.70 2.069*
SO 30.00 31.10 -0.296
PZA 31.10 28.90 0.802
SC 59.50 59.50 0.000
TOTYR1 20.90 26.35 -2.063
TOTYR2 2.90 12.90 -4.122*
TOTYR3 2.50 8.40 -3.716*
DEGREE 2.20 2.30 -0.342
AGE 44 . 80 49.70 -1.767
SEX 1.80 1.40 1.897
ETHNIC 1.80 1.70 0. 493
*p<.05
the tolerance levels in the regression model prohibited both 
experience variables from entering the model.
Qualitative Analysis of the Low/High BRINK Groups
Interviews were held with two central office supervisors 
in an effort to identify traits that might be associated with 
the principals that had been rated low in frequency of 
brinkmanship behavior and those rated high in frequency of the 
behavior.
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The following statements were made about the ten princi­
pals rated lowest in BRINK:
1. These principals are fairly new as principals. Some 
are first year principals.
2. All of these new principals are under a two year 
contract program that was implemented four years 
ago. Principals hired prior to this program are not 
under contract but have an implied tenure.
The following statements were made about the ten princi­
pals rated highest in BRINK:
1. Most of these principals definitely are "more
aggressive." They like to "run their school as they 
want to" and they know how to "take the initia­
tive." They have "lots of guts." They definitely 
have "a strong personality." "They know what they 
want and go after it." "They might be good in a 
site-based management situation."
2. Some of the principals were described as "strongly 
student oriented." They will do what is necessary 
to help their students.
3. Many of these principals probably have little
confidence in the central office. There is "a
built-in resistance to the central office." Many
principals perceive the central office as the 
source of more work and greater burdens. They also
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feel that they provide little help and what is 
provided in not very useful.
Qualitative Analysis of the High BRINK Group
Interviews were held with three principals rated highest 
in the frequency of brinkmanship behavior as a follow-up to 
further identify traits that might be associated with these 
principals. The principals were asked to respond to the 
following:
a. Elaborate on each of the following, stating what 
you believe about the statement and why.
i. Principals do their work competently because 
they have professional training.
ii. Degrees and certifications are given when 
aspiring principals have successfully met 
professional standards.
iii. Confidence can be placed in principals manage­
ment competence because of their training as 
professionals.
iv. Principals have a special competency in manag­
ing the work of others.
b. Principals are often said to be instructional
leaders. What does this really mean to you?
c. You have been a principal now for a number of
years. Are you more likely or less likely to follow
central office instructions now as compared to when 
you began as a principal? Why? Which is more impor­
tant in explaining this: age, experience, or train­
ing?
The following statements were taken from the interviews:
1. Professional training is O.K. but O.J.T. is best. 
Some of what a principal uses in his work is innate 
and natural. Some learn by simply doing the job.
2. Degrees and certification are not necessarily what 
is needed to meet the standards of the profession. 
Textbooks are fine, but the practical problems are 
not dealt with there. A principal must be ready for 
so many thing today such as gangs, drugs, and 
violence.
3. Professional training does not gain confidence for 
a principal. Credibility comes from doing the job 
well. Confidence must be earned. Honesty establish­
es credibility.
4. Not every principal can manage well. Some have it, 
some don't. Some use different tactics. I have 
learned to read body language to know how to react. 
I know all of the names of my teachers' husbands 
and children.
5. As an instructional leader, the principal must be 
familiar with all the skills being taught in the 
classroom, the textbooks and the pacing chart. He
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must be able to identify weaknesses and plan cor­
rections. As an instructional leader, the principal 
must keep priorities on quality instruction and 
maintain good morale by motivating the teachers and 
children. Principals are responsible for hiring and 
supporting good teachers.
6. I am more independent now. I have learned that I
may have to bend some programs to fit my community 
and faculty. I think age, experience, and training 
make me more independent. I now require all parents 
to come for a parent-teacher conference at least 
once a year. I wouldn't have required it years ago. 
Times have changed. I have changed too.
In addition, the researcher made the following observa­
tions about the principals and schools during visits to 
interview the three principals:
1. The researcher had to wait for almost an hour on
two occasions during an unscheduled visit to one 
principal. The school secretary said that he was 
observing in the classroom.
2. Each of the three principals arranged their desk so
that it was a barrier to visitors. Two of the
principals remained behind the desk. One sat beside 
the researcher in chairs in front of the desk.
3. One principal's office had a vast display of per­
sonal items such as plaques, awards, and photo-
graphs. In addition, a large portrait of him was 
conspicuously hanging in the entry area of the 
school.
All three schools were conspicuously clean and 
orderly.
Two principals were observed dealing with students. 
They seemed to be genuinely concerned and interest­
ed in solving the students problems.
All three principals were male, two were white.
CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
This section contains a summary of the findings of this 
research, a discussion of the conclusions in terms of the 
literature in Chapter 2, and the presentation of recommen­
dations relative to research and possible practice.
Summary 
Problem
Merton's (1968) paradigm of functional analysis as the 
theoretical basis for this study. It suggests that items for 
analysis must be the patterned and repetitive aspects of the 
formal or informal systems in an organization. This research 
examines certain patterned and repetitive relationships 
between the principal, a school middle manager, and his 
supervisors in the district central office.
Research about schools has depicted school district 
organizations as structurally loose (Bidwell, 1965) or loosely 
coupled (Weick, 1982). This is especially true with regard to 
administrative subunits. School principals adapt by making 
policies and decisions with the goal of providing some degree 
of order and rationality to the day-to-day operation of the
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school. Such actions are intended to reduce the uncertainty of 
structural looseness.
Principal brinkmanship may be viewed as a latent function 
of school district policy and decision making. Brinkmanship 
may help principals adapt to conflict occurring when school 
district policies do not make sense in situational realities.
The general problem that this study addresses is to 
determine possible structures associated with the role of 
principal that tend to predict principal brinkmanship. 
Principals' beliefs favoring professional discretion, their 
perceptions of the degree of role conflict associated with 
central office directives and the relative legitimacy of those 
directives in situational realities are viewed as possible 
predictors of principal brinkmanship.
The following hypotheses provide the central focus for 
this research project:
H|: There is a positive relationship between principals'
perceptions of role conflict and the frequency of 
principal brinkmanship.
H2: There is a positive relationship between principals'
beliefs favoring professional discretion and the 
frequency of principal brinkmanship.
H3: There is a positive relationship between principals'




This research utilizes the case study method. This was 
determined by the need to rate all the participants in the 
study by the same raters. Consequently, the sample was 
purposefully selected to meet this need. The sample selected 
was the 50 elementary principals of a single school district.
Data collection was from two sources: the 34 participat­
ing principals in the district and five participating central 
office administrators who knew all of the principals in the 
sample. A small amount of demographic data were obtained 
relative to the 16 non-respondents.
Central office supervisors were asked to rate the 
frequency of brinkmanship behavior and the likelihood of 
selection to aid in leadership training for each principal in 
the sample. The principals were asked to complete question­
naires about principal perceptions of role conflict, principal 
discretion beliefs, and principal perceptions of their spheres 
of control. Demographic data were also collected from each 
principal.
The primary statistic used to test the hypothesis was 
regression analysis. The data were entered into the computer 
and prepared for this use. The questionnaire data and demo­
graphic data from each of the instruments were processed to 
produce one score for each variable for each of the 34 cases. 
Measures of central tendency were produced along with box
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plots, stem-and-leaf plots, density plots with a normal curve, 
influence plots, Scatterplot Matrix (SPLOM) graphs, and 
categorical tables to describe and visualize the data to 
determine its usefulness in the regression model.
Pearson product-moment correlations were produced to 
determine the nature of the linear relationship that existed 
between the dependent variable and each of the independent 
variables. These correlations were plotted to be sure that the 
relationships were linear.
Regression analysis was used to test the overall hypothe­
sis that measures principal perceptions of role conflict, 
beliefs about discretion, and beliefs about spheres of control 
(independent variables) significantly predict variation in the 
frequency of principal brinkmanship (dependent variable). The 
F statistic was used in testing the regression model in 
multiple regression of groups of independent variables.
Finally, item analysis was performed on the 60 items of 
the questionnaire. Analysis produced included test score 
statistics, internal consistency data, and item reliability 
statistics.
The .05 level of significance was used as a minimum level 
of significance throughout this study.
Major Findings
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None of the hypothesis were supported as they were 
stated. However, three of the variables were found to be 
significant predictors of the brinking behavior. These include 
the Professionalism subscale of the LOC instrument (negatively 
related), the LEADER variable, and the T0TYR2 (Total years as 
principal) variable.
Conclusions
Based on the test of the three hypotheses and a supple­
mentary analysis of the data, the following conclusions can be
drawn.
Conclusion 1
Conclusion: There is no relationship between principal 
perceptions of role conflict and the frequency of principal 
brinkmanship.
The literature previously reviewed in Chapter 2 indicates 
that, according to role theory, when behaviors expected of an 
individual are inconsistent, that person will experience role 
conflict. The postulation of a positive relationship between 
role conflict; and frequency of brinkmanship was based on the 
assumption that as a principal's environment became more
unstable from increased conflict., there would be an increased 
likelihood of him rejecting ambiguous, conflicting instruc­
tions from superiors and choosing his own course of action. 
Findings by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) that individuals 
who were especially oriented toward professional norms are 
more critical of the organization and more likely to ignore 
administrative details seemed to support this thesis. Addi­
tionally, the results of a study by Eisenhauer, Willower, and 
Licata (1984) indicates that most school principals view 
conflict and ambiguity as a negative force rather than as a 
challenge. They prefer to have clarity of purpose, a stable 
environment, and gain support through working with staff, 
students, and community members rather than through interper­
sonal struggles and organizational battles. This seems to 
indicate that higher levels of conflict would tend to increase 
the frequency of brinkmanship.
However, regression analysis on the data collected for 
this study failed to confirm as statistically significant the 
relationship that was stated in this hypothesis. It may be 
that multiple sources of role conflict exist for principals, 
only one of which is created by directives from the central 
office. If the measure had focused solely on role conflict 
with respect to central office policies and directives rather 
than role conflict in general, the findings may have provided 
more insight into this relationship. Clearly, different
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measurement of the role conflict variable is called for here 
as a way of further exploring the relationship.
Conclusion 2
Conclusion: Principals with professional beliefs favoring 
their own professional discretion over the decretionary power 
of others tend to exhibit similar brinkmanship frequency as 
those with less confidence in their professional discretion.
The second hypothesis considered postulated a positive 
relationship between principals' beliefs favoring professional 
discretion and the frequency of principal brinkmanship. 
Professional discretion, operationalized as Logic of Confi­
dence (Okeafor, 1983), Status Obeisance (Helsel, 1971), and 
Professional Zone of Acceptance (Kunz and Hoy, 1976) is a 
measure of principals' willingness to implement policies and 
programs at the school level that do not necessarily fit their 
values, philosophy, and goals and their willingness to support 
surveillance by the central office to check on implementation.
Research by Morris, Crowson, Porter-Gehrie, and Hurwitz
(1984) led the researcher to conclude that a principal's 
beliefs about discretion would affect the frequency of 
brinkmanship. However, regression analysis on the data 
collected for this study failed to confirm as statistically 
significant the relationship that was stated in this hypoth­
esis. The only significant relationship between a discretion
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measure and brinkmanship frequency was in the opposite 
direction from the prediction in the second hypothesis. This 
finding suggested that frequent brinkmen tend to exhibit 
relatively low levels of confidence in the professionalism of 
themselves and their colleagues. The items that they responded 
to focused primarily on their beliefs that their "degrees, 
certifications and training" make them competent to perform 
their duties in a professional manner. Follow up interviews 
with principals about these items indicated that principals 
who felt this way did so because they valued on-the-job 
experience as the best teacher and a principal's ability to 
overcome the challenges of his/her own school context as the 
best method to certify competence.
These principals seem to view the ritual side of training 
and certification the same way Meyer and Rowan (1978) do, as 
the myth of professionalism. Principals who are frequent 
brinkmen tend to be cynical about the relationship between 
certification and competence. They are pragmatic and/or 
context oriented in their definition of competence. As one 
central office administrator described them, they "have lots 
of guts...a strong personality... they know what they want and 
they go after it." One such principal said, "Professional 
training is OK but OJT is best." These brinkmen might be 
described best in terms of their irreverence toward profes­
sional discretion justified by degrees and certificates and 
their reverence toward discretion based on intimate knowledge
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of themselves, their school context and what they are trying 
to accomplish.
Conclusion 3
Conclusion: There is no relationship between principals' 
internal locus of control and the frequency of principal 
brinkmanship.
Rotter (1982) explains that reinforcement (receipt of a 
reward or some gratification) is crucial in the acquisition 
and performance of skills and knowledge. An important issue in 
reinforcement is the person's perception of whether the reward 
followed from one's own behavior or is controlled by outside 
forces. When the person perceives that a reinforcement comes 
as a result of luck, fate, chance, from the action of powerful 
others, or is unpredictable, the belief is labeled external 
control. When the individual perceives that the reinforcement 
results from personal behavior or characteristics, the belief 
is labeled internal control.
The general background for this notion is the social 
learning theory. This theory posits that a reinforcement acts 
to strengthen an expectancy that a behavior will be followed 
by that reinforcement in the future. As learning takes place, 
expectancies are generalized from specific expectancies to a 
variety of related situations. The behavior resulting from 
these generalized expectancies can be quite different depend­
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ing upon whether the situation is classified by culture as 
skill-based (internal) or chance-based (external).
It seems consistent with the notion of brinkmanship that 
those who have a tendency to brink would see themselves as
controlling the circumstances of their life, that is, they
<;
would have an internal control. However, regression analysis 
on the data collected for this study failed to confirm as 
statistically significant the relationship that was stated in 
this hypothesis. When one looks at the comments of the 
principals rated highest in brinkmanship frequency, the idea 
of paradoxical independence is suggested to explain the locus 
of control findings. Consider the comment by one such princi­
pal, "I am more independent now. I have learned that I have to 
bend some programs to fit my community and faculty." By more 
independent this principal seems to mean that any internal 
locus of control or independence takes place as an adaptation 
to constraint by external factors such as community and 
faculty pressures. In this person's eyes, he/she exhibits 
independence only within the constraints of external control. 
To this person internal locus of control exists in a systemic 
relationship with feelings of external locus of control. 
Placing these principals on a continuum from internal to 




Conclusion: There is a significant positive relationship 
between years of principal experience and the frequency of 
brinkmanship.
Demographic data available included years of service 
(total service in education, total years as a principal, and 
total years as a principal at the present school), education, 
age, sex, and ethnic background. No hypotheses were stated 
relative to this data, but a supplementary analysis was made 
of the data to explore its relationship to the dependent 
variable. Regression analysis indicated a statistically 
significant relationship between the total years of service as 
a principal and brinkmanship. Data secured from the supervi­
sors about the principals' instructional leadership was 
statistically significant in the regression analysis.
The finding relative to years of experience is not 
surprising given the findings by Gouldner (1954) noting that 
in an industrial setting new managers tend to "lean on top of 
the organization" (their superiors advise) but as they gain 
experience they tend to do so less and less. This trend toward 
self reliance seemed to be in part related to fears of lost 
legitimacy with superiors and subordinates. To illustrate, a 
new principal might tell his faculty that he would need to get 
approval from the central office to do something in the school 
and the faculty would accept this, but if this behavior
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continued over years, he would perceived as weak. Licata
(1985) notes the same findings with school principals. More 
surprising is the finding that principals who are viewed by 
central office personnel as frequent brinkmen are also rated 
by the same persons as high in instructional leadership. 
Rather than being viewed as subversive activity, brinkmanship 
is more likely to be seen as "...strongly student oriented" 
behavior aimed at achieving student learning. In other words, 
one way principals avoid punishment for brinking the central 
office is by doing what is best for their children. Viewed 
another way, brinkmanship is a way principals remove impedi­
ments to student learning that are unintentionally generated 
by the central office.
Conclusion 5
Conclusion: The best model for predicting the frequency 
of principal brinkmanship with this data set includes the 
variables TOTYR2, total years of experience as a principal; 
LEADER, the supervisor rating of instructional leadership; and 
LOC_P, principal beliefs about professionalism.
The statistical procedures that were followed produced 
three statistically significant variables. These variables 
include total years of experience as a principal, instruction­
al leadership, and professionalism (a subscale of the Logic of
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Confidence instrument) . The professionalism variable was 
inversely or negatively correlated.
Those principals who are more likely to practice brink­
manship relative to instructions from central office supervi­
sors are veteran principals who are known to be instructional 
leaders and who have a low regard for their professional 
training, degrees or certificates. It should be remembered 
that brinkmanship as stated here and elsewhere in this 
research is not necessarily an unwanted behavior.
Recommendations
Based on the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 and the 
conclusions drawn above in this chapter, the following 
recommendations for additional research and modifications to 
practice are made.
1. Contrary to popular belief, young principals may not 
bring fresh ideas and the winds of change to their new 
roles as principals. This study suggests that they tend 
to cling to established policy and do not make policy 
adaptations to their own school environment. New princi­
pals are often chosen to be predictable. Supervisors 
often want to be sure that central office policies and 
goals are implemented and compatibility and predictabili­
ty are considered assets for new principals. Training 
programs to encourage principals to take risks may make
them more effective as school instructional leaders. 
Perhaps, pairing new principals with veteran principals 
who know the ropes would encourage more risk-taking and 
creative solutions to educational problems.
Principals who brink are characterized by greater 
experience and a disdain for their professional prepara­
tion. This disdain could be more hypothetical than real. 
The questions put to the principals in this research 
dealt with beliefs in broad, hypothetical situations. In 
real situations that involve the operation of their 
school, issues are specific and detailed and the princi­
pal's career is on the line. In these cases, the rela­
tionship between professionalism and brinkmanship may be 
different. Research that would relate real professional 
actions to brinkmanship is suggested.
Qualitative data seemed to support the hypotheses. 
Different methods of collecting data might produce better 
results. Crowson and his colleagues (Morris, Crowson, 
Porter-Gehrie, and Hurwitz, 1984) collected data about 
principals by following them around and recording what 
they did at each hour of the day. Such qualitative 
methods might be more effective in collecting data about 
brinkmanship.
Different results might be obtained if the study was 
replicated in different districts and with different 
relationships, such as central office supervisors and
108
secondary school principals. Research of these relation­
ships in business or other professions might shed useful 
light on brinkmanship.
5. It could be helpful to identify and study the different 
types of brinkmanship behavior. Some brinkmanship may 
have very personal motivation while professional needs 
may prompt others.
6. The 16 non-respondents to the questionnaire were older, 
had been in their present position as principal for a 
shorter time period, rated lower as instructional 
leaders, and were rated higher in frequency of brinkman­
ship when compared to the 34 who responded. Was their 
failure to respond an act of brinkmanship? Is their some 
systematic reason for lack of response? Another methodol­
ogy might improve on the data collection and find these 
answers.
7. Neither race nor sex were statistically significant in 
this research. However, in the non-respondent group 87.5% 
were black and 62.5% were female. It is recommended that 
further research related to brinkmanship look carefully 
at these variables.
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My experience as a school administrator makes me know that you are a very busy 
person. I also know that because you chose school administration as a profession, 
you are by nature inclined to help others. I am completing work on my dissertation 
and need your help by completing a brief questionnaire.
Rest assured that I will keep all data totally confidential and use it for academic 
purposes only. I will personally enter the data into the computer. I will code it with 
an ED number and then destroy the questionnaires. I will never include the name of 
an individual, school, or school district in any published report.
There are 60 items on the questionnaire and you should be able to complete it in 
about 10 -15 minutes. Please consider each item independent of the others. Some 
items may seem redundant, but believe me, they are au important. When you have 
completed the questionnaire, please enclose it in the stamped, self addressed enve­
lope and mail it to me.
There is no way that I can tell you how much I appreciate your help. I have worked 
long and hard to get to this place and your aia will allow me to complete this 
important task.
Thanks for your valuable help.
Please furnish the following personal information:
Name: ______________________________
Today’s Date:_____________________
Total Years (Do not count 1990-91 school year): 
In Education Profession -
As a School Principal ____

















Directions: Circle the appropriate number on the answer grid to the right of each statement which 
best represents your feelings after thinking about the degree to which you agree or disagree with the 
items. Please consider each item independently of all others.
Items
Checking up on principals to make sure they do their work is 
necessary.
Ignoring principals’ administrative mistakes is unsafe.
Inconsistencies in principals’ management goals should not be 
ignored.
Principals should be closely monitored to make sure that they are 
performing their management tasks well.
Wherever a principal’s management mistakes are observed, they 
should be drawn to the principal’s attention.
Principals should be free to reject advice from others about their 
management methods.
Principals do their work competently because they have profes­
sional training.
A principal’s errors in handling specific school management tasks 
should be overlooked.
Degrees and certifications are given when aspiring principals have 
successfully met professional standards.
Confidence can be placed in principals’ management competence 
because of their training as professionals.
Principals have a special competency in managing the work of 
others.
Relaxing supervision over principals’ school management is not 
safe.
*  I  *Ml 5 £A
- £P 
m S  33
QO «
1 1
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
































Superintendents are justified in expecting their administrative staff 
to be loyal, obedient, mid respectful in all matters relating to the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of the school system.
Although they may feel otherwise, principals should not be too 
critical of any action or policy of the school district administra­
tion when teachers are around.
If a superintendent is a “stickler” for rules and regulations, the 
principals and supervisors under him or her should make it their 
business to see that these rules and regulations are adhered to 
by the teachers and students.
If principals violate a rule that the “big boss” is particular about, it 
is justified to let them take their punishment
If principals ask to do something that a central office supervisor 
feels is all right but the superintendent disapproves of, the 
central office supervisor should turn down the principals’ re­
quest on the basis that the superintendent would disapprove it
The school district runs smoother when principals, teachers, and 
students follow school policy.
I like the idea of principals calling the superintendent
“Mr./Mrs/Miss_______ ” at all times, even though when
teachers aren’t around, principals are on a first name basis.
‘Tough” administrators who crack the whip can generally get more 
work out of their principals than those who are easier going and 
better liked by the principals.
A principal should not be influenced by the opinions of those 
principals who do not reflect the thinking of the administration.
Principals should be obedient, respectful, and loyal to the superin­
tendent
Typically, the school district administration is better qualified to 
judge what is best for education than is the principal.
The school district administration should feel free to ignore the 
advice from principals on how to run the school district
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When I get what I want, it is usually because I have worked hard 1 2 3 4 5 6
for it.
I prefer games involving some luck over games requiring pure 1 2 3 4 5 6
skill.
lean learn almost anything if I set my mind to it. 1 2 3 4 5 6
My major accomplishments are entirely due to hard work and 1 2 3 4 5 6
intelligence.
I usually don’t make plans because I have a hard time following 1 2 3 4 5 6
through on them.
The extent of my personal achievement is often determined by 1 2 3 4 5 6
chance.
Even when I’m  feeling self confident about most things, I still seem 1 2 3 4 5 6
to lack the ability to control interpersonal situations.
I have no trouble making and keeping friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6
If I need help in carrying out a plan of mine, it’s usually difficult 1 2 3 4 5 6
to get others to help.
If there is someone I want to meet, I can usually arrange it 1 2 3 4 5 6
I often find it hard to get my point of view across to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6




I am able to act the same regardless of the group I am with.
I receive an assignment without the manpower to complete it 
I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment 
I know what my responsibilities are.
I feel certain how I will be evaluated for a raise or promotion.
I have just the right amount of work to do.
I work with two or more groups who operate quite differently.
I know exactly what is expected of me.
I receive an assignment without adequate resource materials to 
execute it
I work on unnecessary things.
I perform work that suits my values.
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Directions: Circle the appropriate number on the answer grid to the right of each statement which 
best represents the frequency with which you would comply with the policy decisions stated below. 
Please consider each item indepnedently of all others.
Your Superintendent has made a specific policy 
decision within each of the following areas:
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The change and modification of existing curricula 1 2 3 4 5
The evaluation of the success of the instructional program 1 2 3 4 5
The methods of conducting parent conferences 1 2 3 4 5
The selection of supplies and equipment related to die operation of the 
school office
1 2 3 4 5
The evaluation of the success of individual school programs 1 2 3 4 5
The degree of student proficiency needed to pass each grade and subject 1 2 3 4 5
The determination of time allotments for remedial help 1 2 3 4 5
The evaluation of the success of the curriculum 1 2 3 4 5
The implementation of new curriculum offerings 1 2 3 4 5
The methods to be used for evaluation of pupil progress 1 2 3 4 5
The rules governing desirable methods and techniques within the class­
room
1 2 3 4 5




BRINK LEADER LOC SO SC RC PZA TOTYR1 TOTYR2 TOTYR3 DEGREE AGE SEX
BRINK 1.000
LEADER 0.150 1.000
LOC -0.311 0.194 1.000
SO -0.074 -0.104 0.078 1.000
SC -0.038 0.240 -0.111 -0.436 1.000
RC 0.161 0.022 0.171 0.294 -0.554 1.000
PZA -0.205 0.040 0.173 0.425 -0.272 0.358 1.000
TOTYR1 0.427 -0.254 0.029 -0.051 -0.014 0.207 -0.115 1.000
TOTYR2 0.595 -0.237 0.045 -0.031 0.036 0.131 -0.259 0.615 1.000
TOTYR3 0.555 -0.348 -0.149 0.047 -0.190 0.296 -0.174 0.576 0.694 1.000
DEGREE 0.132 -0.069 0.026 0.066 0.180 -0.088 0.119 0.055 0.308 -0.076 1.000
AGE 0.332 -0.364 0.102 -0.016 -0.028 0.206 -0.155 0.954 0.631 0.596 0.113
SEX -0.384 0.357 -0.027 -0.153 0.122 -0.123 0.000 -0.310 -0.572 -0.431 -0.235






NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS: 34
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